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” REPLY, & 


HE Learned Vindicator begins both Parts 
of his Vindications with ſome Reflection 
: -upon the Anſwerer, as 1 not rightl 
b performed his Part, with reſpect to thoſe 
- "he has undertaken to anſwer, or to himſelf. 

; He ſets out firſt with his Title Page, upon the Ac- 
count of a Caution there given, againſt teaching for 
Doftrines the Commandments of Men, together with 
our bleſſed Saviour's Rebuke to the Phariſees, Full 
well ye rejetct the Commandments of God, that you may 
keep your ' own Tradition. Hence his Inference is, 
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| [ 4 ] 
here Scripture teaches one thing, and Tradition ano- 
ther, we govern our Practice and Belief by the latter 
Rule. And this he exclaims againſt, as a great wrong 
done them by the Anſwerer. And yet after all, is it 
not plain matter of Fact? For is not this the main 
Foundation and Support of all their Charge, againſt 
ſuch who refuſe to come into their Meaſures? Do 
they not recommend Tradition © as a diſtinct Rule 
from Scripture? Do they not take a great deal of 
Pains © to evade the force of the Authority brought 
to prove the Scriptures, to be the only Rule preſcri- 
bed us by our Lord and his Apoſtles? Do they not 
declare it to be © the ſecureſt Guide to Faith, and an 
uncrring Rule of Practice; and to the ſame effect in 
other words, that it is plainly recommended, as * the 
beſt and ſureſt Rule by which we ought to be directed 
in our Chriſtian Practice? And do they not break 
off from Communion with us, becauſe we are not 


willing to depart from Scripture, to adhere to-their 


Tradition? And if this be not preferring Tradition 
to Scripture, I muſt entreat our learned Author to 


inform me what it is? 5 


Nevertheleſs he tells us s what his Perſuaſion is, in 
thele: five. elles... 
1. M here there is any plain Oppoſition and Contra- 


Yiety between Scripture and 'Fradition,, there the Scrip- 
ture is to be followed. Is there then no Oppoſition 


in the Point of the Mixture, when our Saviour makes 
nothing mare neceſſary in the Euchariſtick Cup, 
than he Fruit of the Vine; and yet Tradition is 
pleaded to prove a plain, indiſpenſable, eſſential Ne- 


ceſſity of a Mixture of Water there? Is there no 
. Contrariety,. or rather Contradiction, between no 
Neceſſit of any thing more in the Cup than pure 


c Defence, p. 18. d Deſence, p. 14, &c. Dr. Brett's 
Poſtſcript, p. 142-169. Appendix to the Neceſſity of Alteration, 
p. 152—166. e Neceſſny-of an Alteration, p. 151. 
Pr. Brett's Tradition neceſſary, &c. p. 33. 8. Vind. p. 2. 
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me Wine, the Fruit only of the Vine, which is all our 
ter Saviour inſtituted, and a Neceſſity of Water too, of 


Mg which he ſays nothing at all? If there be, as moſt 
s it certainly there is, may we not then hope that this 
ain learned Gentleman will ſtick to his own Perſuaſion, 
nit and follow Scripture, and ſo put an end to this ground- 
Do less and miſchievous Debate? Till this be done, it 
ale muſt, be owned, that he does really prefer Tradition 
of before Scripture, whether he will care to profeſs ſo 
ht much, or not. VINE | | 
ri- 2. Þ No ſuch plain Contradiction is to be found where 
ot Tradition appears early and general. Whence it evi- 
an deͤeently follows, that there being ſuch a Contradiction 
in in the Caſe now before us, as unavoidably mult be, 
he unleſs Water and no Water, or Mixture and no Mix- 
ed ture, can be ſhewn tq be one and the fame thing, as 
ik has been noted i before, it evidently follows from 
oc hence, I fay, that the Tradition produced in behalf 
ir of the Mixture, is not fo early and general, as this 
MN learned Author would have it thought. 
RR 3. That Tradition is neceſſary to explain ſome Paſſa- 
ges of Scripture, where the Senſe is not clear and indiſ= 
iN putable. This has been! already granted; though it 
will never follow from hence, that either the Nece/- + 
7- f ity of Infant-Baprtiſm, nor theObligation to keep Sunday, 
- can be made out without this ſupplemental Aſiſtance. Nor 
N that no Expreſſions in Scripture are ſo clear and plain of 
es themſelves as to need no ſuch aſſiſtance; as has been ob- 
„ ſerved ® before, and needs not to be inſiſted upon here 
is 4. Without Tradition we cannot prove the Old and 
= New Teſtament the Word of God. This we are told 
0 nu over and over: But having been already fully an- 
0 ſwered, in ® the No Sufficient Reaſon, and p the No 
p Juſt Grounds, I ſhall ſay no more of it. 
5 1 3 P. 3. / i No S. Reaſon, Part 1. p. 24. K Vind. Part 1. p. 3. 
R I I No Reaſon, p. 53. m No S. Reaſon, Part I. p. 26, &c. 
n Def. p. 17. Poſſſcript, p. 180, &c. Appendix, p. 167. & 
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[6] 
7. That where the Tradition for Chriſtian Worſhip 
is equally early and general, with that which vouches 


ſome part of the Canon of the New Teſtament, there 


the Ground and Original of ſuch Worſhip, muſt be al- 
lowed the ſame Credit; for where the Atieſtation is 
is equal, the Authority muſt be ſo too. This is 4 the 


laſt Branch of our learned Vindicator's Perſuaſion in 


this reſpect. But to this I have theſe following Ex- 
ceptions to make. | 

1. The former Part of it is very looſely and ambi- 
guouſly expreſſed. For the Tradition for Chriſtian 
Mor ſbip, may mean for the neceſſity ofa certain ſort 
of Worſhip, or only for the Uſe of it; which are 
Things very different, and need to be better explained, 
before any one can tell how to argue about them. 

2. If theſe Traditions are intended to eſtabliſh the 
Uſages now contended for, the Atteſtation can b 
no means be allowed to be equally early and 8 
with that for the Books of the New Teſtament; 
there not being any Intimation of theſe Uſages in 
the firſt Century, nor of any Neceſſity of them for a 
great while afterwards. As has been ſhewn, in the 
No Suſſicient Reaſon, Part 1. p. 37. and the No Tuff 
Grounds, p.45, 46. Whereas the Books of the New 
Teſtament were all known from the Times of the 
Apoſtles themſelves, though not ſo ſoon in all Pla- 
ces; or elſe they could never have been all put into 
the Canon afterwards. And as theſe Uſages were not 


equally early with Scripture, ſo again that they were 


not equally general, has been proved likewiſe in the 


Tracts but now named; No Sufſſicient Reaſon, p. 38, 


&. and No Juſt Grounds, p. 63, &c. 
3. The Atteſtation given to the Authentickneſs of 
a Charter, or Covenant, or other ſort of Inftrument, 


may yet be far from explaining the ſenſe of what is 


contained in it, or from ſufficing to filence any Doubts 
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or Difficulties that may ariſe in relation to the means 
ing of any diſputed Clauſes in it. This likewiſe has 
been ſhewn, in the firſt Part of the No Sufficient Rea · 
| &c. and the learned Doctor's Objections 
hereto anſwered, in the No Juſt Grounds, p. 77, &c. 
Here Tradition is the proper Evidence of the Truth 
and Authentickneſs of the Writing, and that it is 
the very ſame it pretends to be. But if any Doubt 
ariſe about the Tenour of what is contained in it, re - 
courſe for ſettling this is to be had, not to Tradition, 
but to the Words of the Deed, to ſee what is grants 
ed or enjoined by it. 
So that in ſhort, the Atteſtation here inſiſted up- 
on by this learned Author, being neither fo early nor 
ſo large as he would have it thought, and a great 
while being only for the Uſe, not the Neceſſity of 
what he contends for, and at beſt not being the 
Rule we are at all to walk by, but only pointing out 
to us where that Rule is to be found; a Direction 


founded purely upon ſuch Atteſtation, can never 


make any ſuch thing a neceſſary Chriſtian Duty, which 
the holy Scriptures have not made ſo, nor interpret 
wy Inſtitution in Scripture in ſuch a Senſe as the 
Words of it will nor bear. And by conſequence, 
whatſoever the learned Vindicator's Perſuaſion be, 
ſo long as he actually ſets up Tradition to interpret 
Scripture out of it's natural and proper Meaning, as 
is moſt manifeſtly done in the Caſe of the * Mixture, 
It is paſt my Imagination how he can think to clear 
Himſelf of the Impeachment he ſays runs ſo very high, 
of preferring Tradition before Scripture. 

! eu the Anſwerer _ the learned Vindicator 
and his Followers, wit ing a greater regard to 
Tradition than it Fe walk 4 _ a leſs to bens 


than is it's due. And this he complains of as pain 


ing bis old Friends in hideous Colours. But whilſt they 
————— — — 


8er No Juſt Grounds, 5. 35. 5 5. 4 l. 


3 Vindic, P. 1. 
take 


S. 
take this courſe, it is not he that paints them; but 
they do it themſelves. And if he takes occaſion from 
hence, to tell them of their Miſtakes, he hopes he 
does them no wrong in it. And whether this be 
not the true ſtate of the Caſe, he leaves to the im- 
| ial Reader to determine. ALES ERA 
Thus much as to the Reflection upon the Anſwer- 

er, as not having rightly performed his part, with 
reſpe& to thoſe he had undertaken to anſwer. | 
The other is in relation to himſelf. And here he 
is charged with confiding Language and Strains of Sa- 
tisfaction, with magnifying his own Performance, with 
furniſbing new Ceremony, hanging out all his Demon- 
. ftration, and making out more Sail than his Ballaſt will 
allow; and if I underſtand our learned Author aright, 
with ” Flouriſh and Gaſconade, and with the Fallacy of 
over-vouching, and having too good an Opinion of his 
own Commodities. W hereas whoſoever will give him- 
{elf the trouble of but turning to the Places referred 
to, may eaſily fee it is not his own Management he 
profeſſes to rely upon, but the Juſtice and Strength 
of his Cauſe, and the Clearneſs of the Evidence that 
appears for it. And I take upon me here to aſſure 
the learned Vindicator, the Anſwerer has ſo little re- 
gard for his own ſhare in this groundleſs and unhappy 
Controverſy, that he has often wiſhed it had fallen 
into the Hands of ſome other abler Advocate. And 
yet were he as vain and ſelfconceited, as here repre- 
ſented, I would be glad to know what this were to 
| the Cauſe, in which he is engaged. If it were only 
| a perſonal Failing, that might indeed bear hard upon 
himſelf, but would neither take off the Force of his I 
Arguments, nor ſtrengthen thoſe that are brought a- 
gainſt him. So that this part of his Accuſation 
might to all Intents and Purpoſes have been as well 
forborn, though there had been a better Foundation 
PPT. ͤ (KKK 22 | 
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for it. This therefore I diſmiſs without any ſort of 


Recrimination, as not thinking it of any uſe to Reli- 


gion in general, or to the Cauſe now before us. 

And fo I proceed to the Vindication itfelf, where 
J ſhall apply my ſelf to conſider whatever is moſt 
material in ir, but with all the Brevity I can. 

And becauſe the learned Vindicator begins with 
Archbiſhop Laud, I ſhall do ſo too. And whereas 
he urges the Judgment of this great Prelate to be, that 
he believed ſome Traditions Apoſtolical, this will do 
the Vindicator no good, unleſs he could ſhew thar 
he looked upon theſe beloved Uſages as ſuch. Which 
is abundantly too much to be preſumed without Evi- 
dence, ſince it does not any way appear, that any one 
of them was ſo much as heard of in the Apoſtles 
Times. Much leſs does he give any the leaſt hint, of 
its being lawful to break the Unity of the Church 
for them. Though without this, all that can be ſaid 
in Favour of them, comes ſhort of the Buſineſs. Bur 
it is common, I obſerve, with the Writers in this 
Controverſy, whereſoever they meet with the Men- 
tion of Tradition, to run away with it, as if it would 
be ſure ro carry their Cauſe for them, when in rea- 
lity it has at the ſame time no Relation to it. And as 
to this great Archbiſhop, he has ſo fully deliver'd his 
Judgment in his Diſpute with the Jeſuit, $. 16. that 


 Wholoever ſeriouſly peruſes that long Section, will 
never ſee Reaſon to advance Tradition to the Diſpa- 


ragement of Scripture, or to teach ſuch Doctrines 
from it, as the Scripture has never taught. Thus he 
begins; » 7 did never love too curious a Search into 
that which might put a Man into a Wheel, and circle 
him ſo long between proving Scripture by Tradition, and 
Tradition by Scripture, (the Method fo violently inſiit- 


cd upon in this prefent Controverſy) till the Devil 
0 find a means to diſpute him into Infidelity. 


Zet I doubt 
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this Queſtion, Ho do you know Scripture to be 
Scripture ?” hath done more harm, than you will be ever 
able to help by Tradition, and ſo on for near thirty 
Leaves together. Where though he often argues 
with a particular Reſpect to the Church of Rome, as 
his Controverſy led him, yet whoſoever duly attends to 
the Thread of his Diſcourfe, will eafily diſcern how 
little Reaſon theſe Gentlemen have to talk fo ſlight- 
ingly as they do of the Evidence we have for the 
Truth and Certainty of Scripture. This has been re- 
ferred to before, in No Sufficient Reaſon, Part.1. p. 

And I cannot but again recommend it to the 
Reader's ſerious Peruſal. 


If I had known what was meant by what follows, 


* The Authors of the No Reaſon and No Sufficient 


Reaſon, Sc. won't allow the conſentient Teſtimony of 
two and three Ages old enough for this Purpoſe, it ſhould 
have had a due Conſideration. But fince ] do nor, I 
paſs it over, as what I hope will do my Cauſe no 
harm. And whereas it is urged that the Archbi- 
ſhop is by his own Conceſſion, inevitably bound to re- 
ceive the Decree of the third Council of Carthage for 
the Mixture, this is perhaps the firſt time, that own- 
ing the Faith or Practice of ſuch or ſuch an Age, 
was looked upon as an undoubted Obligation to ſtand 
by every Canon made by each Provincial Synod, held 
within the Compaſs of that Time. | am ſure it is 


/ What few or none, belides the learned Vindicator, 


would put ſuch an Interpretation upon. 

He profeſſes in the next Place, * that the Archbiſhop 
had the Direction of the Scotiſh Common- Prayer- Book, 
where the Communion-Office is alter'd to a more pri- 
mitive Form, &. Wohereto, not to take notice that 
this 1s a going off from the Point we reſt upon, his 
Doctrine about Tradition, and the Evidence we have 
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[ IT ] | 
for Scripture, not to take notice of this I ſay, I an- 


ſwer in two Particulars. 
1. Though the Archbiſhop were order'd by the 


King to overlook the Scotiſß Liturgy, yet was it not 


of his compoſing, but their own Biſhops, as he him- 
ſelf profeſſes a. RO 

2. Though he owns his Approbation of the Alte- 
rations made in it, as what he judged very proper, he 
has not one Word about any Neceſſity of them, the 
only Matter now in debate, or that could be expect- 
ed to be of any Uſe to our learned Author. 

The learned Vindicator is diſpleaſed with the An- 
ſwerer b, for ſaying, How a Form of ſound Words 
taught by $t.Paul, can denote ſuch Prattices, as have 
nothing to be pleaded for them, but the Authority of 
ſuch as lived after the Apoſtles Death, is a Diſcovery [ 
am not yet acquainted with, And hereupon asks, [s 
it then ſo ſtrange a Diſcovery that the firſt Chriſtians 
ſhould remember what the Apoſiles taught them, either 
by Preaching or private Inſtructiun? Do then the fol- 
lowing Writers ſay, that the Apoſtles taught them 
the four Uſages, and that they are of Neceſſity in or- 
der to Salvation? No Proof of this is ſo much as pre- 
rended. Beſides that this learned Gentleman ma 
pleaſe to obſerve, that it is not the Teſtimony of thoſe 
who lived after the Apoſtles Death, but their Autho- 
rity, for appointing new Uſages unheard of in the time 
of St. Paul, that is here reflected upon as incompe- 
tent, for introducing and enjoining them. And no- 
thing has been yer offer'd, that any way proves the 
Reflection ro be ill grounded. 

In the next Page © we are taught from Trenæus, 
that before the Scriptures were ſufficiently known 
and diſperſed, there were many good Chriſtians in ſe- 
yeral parts of the World, who had received Chriſtia- 
nity barely by Tradition. But then it is to be noted, 
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that the Tradition here meant is ſuch as contains in it 
the principal Articles of the à Chriſtian Faith. And 
if they retained theſe as well as they could by Me- 
mory, and taught them to others, whilſt they were 
yet ſo unhappy as not to have the Goſpels and Epi- 
ſtles, Sc. in writing; and ſuppoſing moreover that 
Almighty God were graciouſly pleaſed to aſſiſt them 
in a peculiar manner whereby to ſupply this Detect, 
it would be unreaſonable ro infer from We that if 
they had had the Scriptures, they would not much 
rather have adhered to theſe, than to any unwritten 
Tradition. So that it is a Myſtery to me, how any 
thing can be inferred from hence for ſo much as inti- 
mating a Neceſſity of altering our preſent Liturgy, in 
Behalf of the Uſages now under Debate. Nor does 
it appear from any thing here ſaid, that his learned 
and primitive Father did not believe Oral Tradition ſo 
exceedingly liable to Error, that no wiſe Man would de- 
pend upon it in a Matter of Conſequence, where writ- 
ten Inſtructions could be had. Though he had juſt 
Reaſon to recommend it, when it was the beſt Di- 
rection that was to be met with. 

What follows in relation to the three Texts pro- 
duced in Behalf of Tradition, has been ſo far conſi- 
dered already, in the © No Sufficient Reaſon, and ſince 
in the f No Juſt Grounds, that I need only refer the 
Reader to thoſe two Places for Satisfaction. How- 
ever, I ſhall very briefly obſerve, that whereas our 
learned Author ſets himſelf to prove, 8 that there is 
no Reaſon to queſtion, but St. Paul's Form of ſound 
Words contained Regulations for Practice, this is rea- 
dily allow'd him; taving that he is not allowed to 
have given any Regulations about the Practices here 
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d Veterem Traditionem diligenter cuſtodientes, in unum 

Deum credentes, fabricatorem cœli & terræ, & omnium quæ 
in eis ſunt, per Jeſum Chriſtum Dei Filium, &c. 1644. 

. , . f P. 15, &c. s Vind. p. 10. 
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33 
particularly under Debate. And whereas he teaches 
farther, h That to ſuppoſe St. Paul confined St. Timo- 
thy to written Directions, is to make the Apoſtle enjoin 
Contradifions, I muſt own I cannot fee how this, 
were it true, would any way concern our preſent 
Diſpute, who are not enquiring what was to be done 
before the New Teſtament was publiſh'd, but what 
is the proper Courſe for ſuch as have the free Uſe of 
it. 
Hereto I ſhall ſubjoin another Poſition of our learn- 
ed Vindicator, whereto he may juſtly be allow'd the 


ſole Right and Title, as being the firſt Inventer of it. 


And it is this: i 1f the Neceſſity of any Duty is made 
more apparent and unqueſtionable by Tradition, it then 
inevitably follows, that in caſe ſuch Proof were with- 
drawn, the Matter would be left dubious and diſputable. 
That which is ſufficiently clear, wants no liluſtration, 
no ſupplemental Arguments, nothing to make it more 
convincing, than 'tis already. If this be not purely his 
own Diſcovery, I would beg to know whole it is. 
It is as much as to ſay, it is never Day, but when the 
Sun ſhines in its utmoſt Splendor. And then what 
becomes of his four Uſages? Either they are at beſt 
but dubious and diſputable, and fo no Eſſentials, with- 
out his corroborating, additional Strength: Or elſe if 
they were ſufficiently clear, they would want no I- 
luſtration, no ſupplemental Arguments, and fo all his 
wer defending them have been both needleſs and 
ulelels. 


W herefore to proceed, This Gentleman, ſays he, 
objects, we inſiſt upon an unſcriptural Form. But if 
he pleaſe to give me leave, I will help him out, and 
ſhew a little more fairly what the Anſwerer ſays. 

hat, ſays he, if our Saviour only enjoin us to offer up 
our Euchariſtical Sacrifice, according to his own Inſtitu- 
tion, and yet Tradition is produced to prove this not ſuf- 
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ficient, but it muſt be done in a certain unſcriptural 

Form, or elſe it is no Sacrament ? Let the Reader take 
the whole Sentence as it lay before the Vindicator, 
and is now laid before himſelf, and he will ſoon ſee 
how groundleſs and unſerviceable the Exceptions to 
it are; and that no Occaſion was given for them. 
The Complaint was not barely of the Uſe of an un- 
ſcriptural Form, which may be either right, or not, 
according to the Uſage it relates to, but of the plead- 
ing a Neceſſity for it, in Bar of our Saviour's own 
Inſtitution : As any one may ſee. 

Thus I am come to the firſt of the diſputed U- 
ſages, the Mixture in the Holy Eucharift ; where the 
Vindicator , ſpeaking of the Euchafiſt adminiſtred 
in our way, ſays, the Defender has pever ſaid "tis no 
Sacrament : But is much afraid, that the Omiſſion of 
the iuvocating Part, and poſt poning the Oblatory Prayer 
to the Diſtribution, are maiming Circumſtances, and 
may weaken the Benefit of the Sacrament. And if this 
be all; if ſuch Adminiſtration does not null, but only 
weaken the Benefit of the Sacrament, and if moreo- 
ver he is not ſure, but only much afraid of this, I 
cannot but be afraid that he will never be able to 
prove ſuch ſuſpectedly maiming Circumſtances, a ſut- 
ficient Ground for a Separation. Though he very 
well knows his Cauſe requires this to be undeniably 
made out. 

The ſame Objection lies againſt another Paſſage in 
this Vindication, that is to ſay, in P. 165 where he 
tells us, he may fairly conclude, that Juſtin Martyr re- 
ceived the Eucbariſt with many Chriſtians of the firſs 
Age. Where again is no Certainty, but only a ſtrong 
Perſuaſion, or as he himſelf calls it, a fair Cęncluſion;̃ 
which 1s very far from proving it a Carter, that 
he communicated together with any of the firſt Age, 

as is here ſuppoſed. And yet again, were this Sup- 
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poſition ever ſo well grounded, it would never fol- 


low from hence, that he were an unexceptionable Evi- 
vidence for that firſt Century's believing the Neceſſity 
of the Mixture, becauſe he has never ſaid it was ac- 
counted neceſſary, either then or afterwards in his 
own Time. It had been objected over and over, that 
no ſuch Doctrine is to be found in Ju/#in Martyr, yet 
the m Defender ſays the ſame thing ſtill, and appeals to 


the Martyr's Apology for the Truth of the Report, but 


not to any particular Sentence in it, becaule he has 
been often told, and knows very well, that no ſuch 
Teſtimony is to be met with there. However it 
ſounds well, and muſt therefore be repeated to the 


end of the Chapter, as if it were really true; that ſo 


unlearned and unthinking People may be induced to 
ſwallow it for Truth. And again in the ſame Page, 
a few Lines after, he recites theſe to my great Sur- 
prize, as Juſtin Martyr's Words, The Bread, and Wine 
and Water, were bleſjed and received: And that the 
Apoſtles in their Commentaries, or Goſpels, declared our 
Saviour commanded them to do ſo; that is, to BLESS 
and receive Bread, and Wine, and WATER. Vet if 
ever he can ſhew theſe Words to be in Juſtin Martyr, 
mean the latter part of them, from the Apoſiles in 
their Commentaries, &c. I am ready to give up the 
Cauſe. And if they be not there, as I am ſure the 


are not, it is high time for this learned V indicator to 


give up his, which is built ſo much upon them. 
The Unloundnels of this Doctrine of his had been 
clearly thewn in the No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 1. p. A7. 
and ſince the publiſhing of this Fir/t Part of the Vin- 
dication, in the No Fuft Grounds, p.83. Vet here we 
have it again twice together, as if no Notice had 
been taken of it. And yet ar laſt, all that can be in- 


ferred from hence, is only that the Martyr's Name 
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is produced, both here and in other Places, for coun- 
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tenancing what he never taught. Here alſo I might 
remind the Reader, that the Buſineſs of the z-4us is 
quite paſſed over, which the Defender himſelf ex- 
preſſly maintains, never to /ignify M ine unmix'd, and 
ſo makes a double Mixture neceſſary, which our 
Bleſſed Saviour is not fo much as pretended to have 
made ſo. | 

The ® Mixture of warm Mater has been ſpoken to 
o before. And ſo all I ſhall need to add here is, that 
the Vindicator himſelf owns this to have been an U- 
ſage in the Greek Church, only that he is willing to 
poſtpone it as far as he can. And whether he has 
certainly brought the Original of it lower than the 
Council of Chalcedon, I defire the Reader will pleaſe 
to judge for himſelf. For my own part, I think he 
has not. Though after all, this would not prove ir, 
to have been no Ulage in St. Chry/oftom's Time, who 
lived above fifty Ycars after that Council. And 
here I would obſerve by the way, that in St. Chry- 
ſoſtom's Liturgy as well as r St. Baſil's, they were 
taught to pray to God 4 for the Forgiveneſs of all 
their Sins, whether knowingly or, ignorantly commit- 
ted, whether in Word, or Deed, or in Deſire only, 
through the Interceſſion of the Immaculate and ever Vir- 
gin Mother of God, &c. And how will our learned 
Author prove this Liturgy to be a Pattern for our ne- 
ceſſary Imitation in the Mixturc, more than in this 
ſort of Prayer: Beſides, having compared that Licur- 
gy of this Father ſet out by Sir H. Savil, with the 
Latin one publiſhed in P. Renaudot, I find them to 
be two diſtinct Liturgies; and how then ſhall I know 
which Iam to follow? And yet once more, as to that 
in Greek, St. Chryſoſtom's own Language, it has eſcaped 
my Obſervation, (which 1 verily believe it has not) 
if there be any Mention of Water put into the Cup, 
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J he had received as from the Apoſtles, this learned Vin- 
S dicator profeſſes, F the moſt natural Conſtruction of 
C theſe Wards, does not ſuppoſe Papias received many Tra- 
5 ditions from the Apoſiles, he thinks Engliſh is ſome- 
- what unintelligible. And on the other hand, I am fo 
5 dull as to think Eugliſh unintelligible if it docs. For 
D why elſe was the Particle As inſerted, but only to in- 
d timate to the Reader, that theſe Traditions were n 
3 received by Papias immediately from the Apoſtles 
- \ themſelves, but only were delivered him by others 
u who profeſſed to have had them from the Apoſtles? 
2 The Cale of St. Cyprian has been“ ſo fully conſi- 
£ dered already, that I have nothing to ſay ro it here. 
* As alſo that of Melchiſedeck, p. 1, is anſwered before- 
d hand ; and of * Joſbua, p. 22, and that of Y Noah, 
2 which is not ſo much as mentioned by the /Yindi- 
18 cator. And theſe he ſhould have anſwered, before he 
r had taken upon him to argue that there may be; not 
1C that in this caſe there really was ſome Difference be- 
o tween the Type and the Antitype, which he knew 
w he could never prove. 
at What follows about the Drin Offering has been 
3 ſo fully conſidered * before, that whar is objected here 
t eee e eee eee ES OY 
P> r Vind. p. 18... pP. 19. * Ibid. No Reaſon, p. 
IR 6, &c. No Sufficient Reaſon, p. 58 to 70. W No Sufficient 
+ Reaſon, Part. 1. p. 82, &c. and fince in the No Juſt Grounds, 
uſt P. 102, 103. K N-. Sufficient Reaſon, Part. 1. p. 86. ld. 
| 1 F. 87, 88. | 
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beſides that which was warmed. And conſequently 
by that, only warm Water was to be uſed, which yet 
will not ſerve our Author's Turn. So uncertain a 
Rule is his darling Tradition. 

Whether the Anſwerer has miſrepreſented the De- 
fender, with reſpect to Juſtin Martyr, as he pleads *, 
may be ſeen, in what has been ſaid before, in No ſuf- 


ficient Reaſon, p.48, 49. And thither therefore I 


refer the Reader. 5 3 
It being ſaid that Papias told of many Traditions, 
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comes too late, unleſs there had been ſomething of 
more Force in it. | 

Speaking of the Canon of the third Council of 
Carthage, about which I beg the Reader to give him- 


| ſelf the trouble of looking back to the No Safficient 


Reaſon, p. 91. ſpeaking of this Canon, I ſay, he 
charges the Anſwerer with ® contradicting himſelf in 
interpreting the Word @agidux:; as if it were a Con- 
tradiction to allow more Senſes to a Word than one, 
and this Verb might not be allowed to ſignify at one 
time taught, and at another delivered. Though eve- 
ry one knows there is nothing more common, than 
for onc and the fame Word to have various, and ſome- 
times very different Significations : And fays, thoſe 


Words of St. Cyprian may decide this Matter, Debe-. 


mus attendere quid ante omnes Chriſtus prior fecerit ; 


what Chriſt did before all others ought to be attend- 


ed to. This, (ſays b he) is mentioned to prove the Ne- 


ceſſity of the Mixture. But the Reader may pleaſe to 


take notice, that the Father being here diſputing a- 
gainft the Aquarii, and arguing for the Neceſſity of 


Wine in the Cup, this is but an odd Argument for 


proving Water neceſſary where there is Wine. He 
tells us farther, © /f he, our Bleſſed Saviour, delivered 
the Mixtare, as the Council declares, "tis undoubtedly a 
perpetual binding Order upon the Church. But it has 


been already noted, © that this will be of no ſuch Ob- | 


ligation, unleſs it can be proved both that our Saviour 
uted the Water, and that he uſed it as a matter 0 


_ Neceſſity, not of [udifference. And the Reaſon is plain 


for ſuppofing he uſed the Water but as a Matter only 
of Indifferency, then according to the learned Vin- 
dicator's own Way of arguing, his Diſciples were ob- 
Iiged to ule it only as ſuch. Which will be of no 
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Benefit to his Cauſe. And if he did not uſe it, that 


will not be more ſo. | | 
What was ſaid, © of one Witneſ in a Caſe of Trea- 


ſon, was not ſaid as this learned Gentleman here 
charges it, to make one Witneſs, it may be of ob/cnre 


Condition, of equal Credit to that of a hundred Biſhops, 
bur only to ſhew the difference betwixt conſiderable 
and ſufficient Evidence, And if he cannot diſprove 
its doing this, which he does not yet pretend to, it 
has fully anſwered its Deſign. However he tells us, 
f We ought reaſonably to conclude, that they would nut 
have been ſo deciſive, without proportionable Evidence. 
And when he can make it clearly out, that as large, 
or a much larger Council if he will, has never en- 
acted any thing without proportionable Evidence, and 
ſo has never fallen into Error, I ſhi: icadily yield 
this Point. Till then it is too much to expect it 
from me, or any one elle. 

The Anſwerer had declared himſelf perſuaded, 
S that our learned Author will not ſay, all the Deter- 
minations of Councils, made before that in Trullo, nor 
in ir, are right and neceſſarily obliging to all People. 
And the V indicator does neither pretend to ſay they 
are, nor give any Reaſon why theſe thould be of 


greater force than others. Which certainiy was 


proper to have been done, before he procecded to 
argue from them. Becauſe if theſe Fathers hap- 
pen'd to be miſtaken here, he muſt needs find himſelf 


upon a wrong bottom. 


However he proceeds, and as ro Canon 32. of this 


Council, he profeſſes his Conſcience wilt not give him 


leave ta believe the Tranſlation of it, given in the No 
Sufficient Reaſon to be the natural aud genuiie Senſe of 
thoſe Fathers. Where it is to be oblerved, he does 


not undertake to thew, wherein any one word is 
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miſtranſlated : But only repreſents the words diffe- 
rently, that ſo he might take occaſion to enlarge up- 
on the former part of the Canon, whereby to make 
way, for thruſting noT into the latter, in direct 
contradiction to the Words as they ſtand in the Ori- 
ginal. Whether he will allow this to be called Mi/- 
report, I ſubmit to himſelf z but what better Name 
he can give it I know not. And whoever deſires to 
be ſatisfied, that there is no Error in the Anſwerer's 
Tranſlation, needs but to look over a very few 
Pages, inthe h No Reaſon, and i No Sufficient Reaſon, 
and judge for himſelf. And if he cannot reconcile 
the two Parts of the Canon, let him not blame the 
Anſwerer, but conſider rather with himſelf, whether 
it be reaſonable to build an Eyential Chriſtian Duty, 
upon fo ſandy a Foundation, and fo little conſiſtent 
with it ſelf; and not only ſo, but to impoſe it upon 
others, and even forſake the Communion of the 
Church wherein he had been bred up, and to which 
he belongs, for want of it. | 

In the next place, this learned Gentleman under- 
takes, in Vindication of the former part of this Ca- 
non, to prove & that the Paſſages in S. Baſil's and 
S. Chryfoſtom's Liturgies for the Mixture are not in- 
7-rpolated, > But why does he not undertake the 
ſame for St. James's? This had been | propoſed to 
him, and might be thought as much more neceſſary, 
as the Authority of an Apoſtle is above that of ei- 
ther of theſe Fathers. Now I would gladly know, 
whether the Council did rightly in appealing to that 
Liturgy, or not. If they did, why is it not de- 
fended? If they did not, how ſhall we know that 
they did fo in relation to the other two? This may 
need a little Explication. And fince thoſe two are 
allowed by learned Men to be interpolated, how 
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can it be made appear, that theſe Interpolations were 


not got in, before the time of this Council? And if 
they were of that ſtanding, then is there no proof 
to be had, for the neceſſity of a Mixture from theſe 


Liturgies. What follows in the ſame Page, con- 


this Record to be met with? 


cerning the unreaſonableneſs of ſuppoſing any Inter- 
polations in theſe Liturgies before the time of this 
Council, holds as well, it cloſely purſued, againſt as 
ny Interpolations at all in them, though learned Men 


2 acknowledge them too plain to be denied. 


nd ſo by proving too much, his Argument, if 
well founded, would have had the Misfortune to 
prove nothing. 
He argues from the time of our King Edward V Ich 
m firſt reformed Liturgy; as if Interpolations might 
not eaſier have crept in, and in much leſs time than 
now, when no Copies were to be had but written, 
into any one of which an Error might much ſooner, 
and les perceptibly be put, than into a whole Im- 
preſſion at a time. 
What he would infer from his n Parliament-Rolls, 
Charters for Privileges of Maunors, Patents of Ho- 
your, &c. I mult leave to himſelf to explain. 

The Anſwerer had pleaded, o that if rwice tavo 


hundred Witneſſes were to teftify, for a Matter of Fatt 


dane ſix hundred Years before any of them were born, 
they could never expect to carry the Cauſe. And here- 
upon this learned Vindicator asks; ? But what if they 
ſoould produce an unqueſiionable Record, Doomſday- 
Book for inſtance? This I own would be to the pur- 
pole. But where, or in what part of the World, is 
Ir in what Page of it 
are the deſired Ulages entered? This our Author 
knows no more than we do; and is therefore forced 
to fly off from the Point, and leave his pretence of a 
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Record, for a preſumed Equivalent, which will ne- 
ver anſwer his Expectation, till he ſhall have proved, 
what has been already 4 fully diſproved, namely that 
the Authority of the moſt ancient Fathers, together 
with the Practice of the univerſal Church, are both of 
his fide. | ey” 
*' He proceeds thus; The Anſwerer endeavours to 
diſcredit the Authority of the Fathers in Trullo, by an 
inſlance of the ſecond Council at Nice. And whereas 
it was ſaid, This Council was held in the very next Age, 
he ſubjoins, It might have been ſaid a hundred and ele- 
ven Years after. And if it were faid fo, what elſe 
would follow from it, but that it was undoubtedly. 
held in the very next Age, as was aſſerted? And 
whereas it followed, that it was held with a more 
numerous Aſſembly, and yet decreed the Worſhip of Ima- 
ges; to this this learned Vindicator replies, that the 
Canon for Image- Worſhip was immediately rejected by 
the Weſtern Church, and ſeverely cenſured by the Ca- 
roline Books, by the Councils of Frankfort and Paris, 
and by a Remonſtrance of the then Engliſh Church, 
And now after all, what is this, but an ample Te— 
ſtimony to the Truth of the Anſwerer's Charge, 
that this much larger Aſſembly, conſiſting of almoſt 
twice two hundred Biſhops, were condemned as not 
ſufficient Evidence, in what they ordained concern- 
ing the Worſhip of Images, and their Plea for it, 
ok the Traditions of the Apoſtles and Fathers being on 
their ſide, and even the Declarations of the holy Ora-. 
cles themſelves? Which is ſo far from a Vindication 
of their Decree, that it is an irrefragable Confirma- 
tion of the Anſwerer's Charge againſt them, that 
though a very great Number, they were not allow- 
ed to pals as good Evidence in a Chriſtian Court. And 
now the Reader is deſired to judge, whether the 
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- Anſwerer has ſhrunk up bis Underſtanding, with reſpect 
to this Nicene Council; or the Vindicator, who has 
been ſo plainly pleading his Cauſe againſt himſelf. 


As to what follows, p.31, the Reader may pleaſe 
to conſult the No Sufficient Reaſon, p.97, 98. And 
what comes ſoon after about the Fruit of the Vine, 
he may ſee that ſufficiently anſwer'd, in the No Suf- 
ficient Reaſon, Part 1. p. 101, and No 7uf# Grounds, p. 

9, Cc. 
To proceed, The No Reaſon objects, * that if our 
Saviour had deſigned his Followers ſhould celebrate the 
Holy Euchariſt in Water, as well as Mine, be would 
have told them ſo. And obſerve, I pray, what fol- 
lows hereupon. * The Anſwer is, be has told them 
ſo. And if this could be well made our, it was very 
unkind in him not to have ſhewn us it at firſt. Be- 
cauſe ſuch a Diſcovery would have put a final Iſſue 
to this troubleſome Controverſy, and left no room for 
any farther Doubt about it. But where has our Lord 
taught this? Did he teach it himſelf, or by his Apo- 
ſtles? And in what part of Scriprure is it to be found? 


Truly in none; but this learned Author concludes it, 


from ſame Premiſſes of his own Invention; each of 
which needs as much Proof, as the Propoſition to be 


2 by them. But this being the beſt Evidence 


he had, it were unreaſonable to expect better from 
him. Only I hope he will not be diſpleaſed, if his 
Readers ſuſpend their Belief of what is thus ground- 
leſly affirmed, till they ſee it ſomewhat better made 
out. 

Here he repeats his Obſervation as expreſſly en- 
join'd, “that whey Moſes ſprinkled the People with 
che Blood of the Covenant, there is no Mention of Wa- 
ter being mix d withit: And yet the Apoſile aſſures us, 
* that Moles took the Blood with Water. That he did, 
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2 
and with Scarlet Mooll and Hyſſop too; and yet out 
Author will not plead for theſe as neceſſary, though 
there is the ſame Evidence for them, as for the Wa- 
ter. And could a Direction be found for this Sprink- 
ling of the People, who knows but the Water might 
have been as expreſlly enjoin'd as the Blood? And 
what uſe then can be made of this Obſervation? Be- 
fides the only way we have to know that Moſes took 
the Blood with Water, is that the Scripture plainly 
tells us ſo. And accordingly before this Inſtance be 
applicd to our Saviour's Cup, it ſhould be ſhewn that 
the Scripture tells us as plainly, that there was Water 
in that likewiſe. | 8 

The next Accuſation againſt the Anſwerer is, y that 


he will have it, the Defender affirms, that the Fathers 


ho lived ſo long as Miracles and Propheſying laſted, 
were inſpired. This, ſays he, is Miſ-reporr. But 
why then did he deliver himſelf in ſuch a manner as 
to give Occaſion for it, by expreſſing himſelf, * con- 
cerning the ſupernatural Aſſiſtances, the Inſpirations, 


Propheſyings and Miracles, &c. that continued for ſome 
time after the Apoſiles, ſo as that it was natural to con- 


ceive he meant them to be coevous with each other? 
But if there be any Miſtake in point of Time, I am 


ſure there is none as to the State of the Caſe in other 


reſpects. For nothing can be more manifeſt, than 
that he argues from the Inſpiration that was in Jre- 
nagg's Days at leaſt, for preſſing the Neceſſity of the 
Mixture. Which is all the Anſwerer was concerned 
to charge him with. _— % 
He asks, Won't our Author believe there was ſuch 
a Man as Julius Czfar, becauſe neither his Perſon, nor 
his Commentaries, are mentioned in the New Teſta- 
ment? But what Occaſion the Anſwerer ever gave 
for ſo extravagant a Queſtion, he is wholly ignorant. 


However I will tell him this is a Matter of Fact, that 
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the Scripture has nothing to do with, and that is to 

be known only by Tradition. 

le asks again, > Are we always to call out with 
Toland, to the Law and to the Teſtimony ? What he 

means by this, I cannot imagine. Are theſe Words 


deſecrared and no longer Scripture, becauſe uſed by 
Toland ? Howlocver this Author may venture to flight 
them, I aſſure him I dare not do it. 

But this Gentleman will reply, ſays he, © that in 
Matters of Faith and Worſhip, we ought to reſt wholly 
upon the Canon. And give me leave to tell him, this 
Gentleman will not reply in ſuch looſe and general 
Terms: He will only ſay we are to reſt upon the Ca- 
non in Matters of Faith, and in all neceflary Parts of 
Worſhip. And even there he will nor reſt fo cntire- 


ly upon Scripture, as to reject any collateral Authori- 


ty that may be had, for the clearer Explication of 


What is contained therein: Though he will not reſt 


in any ſuch Caſe upon Tradition alone without Scri- 


Pure. And what Fault can be thewn to be in this ? 


I hope, ſays he farther, d wwe had very good Reaſon to 
believe an Evidence, though thoſe were neither Prophets, 


gor Apoſtles, that gave it. But our Debate here is not 
bout a common Evidence, but about the Power of 


Tradition, to impoſe ſuch Uſages as neceſſary and eſ- 
ſential to Religion, as our Saviour and his Apoſtles 


knew nothing of. Which is a very different Cafe. 


Well fays he again, © But why ſhould ſo great a 
Streſs be laid upon theſe Fathers, as if they were inſpi- 


red? He, the Anſwerer, has not proved the Defender 


bays this Streſs, Whether the Anſwerer has proved it, 


or no, the Defender himſelf has done it very tully. 


For what elſe means what he ſays, p. 49. of bis De- 
fence, Irenæus aſſures us the Chriſtians in his time had 
an open Communication with Heaven, and were endows- 
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the Spirit of Prophecy, and predifled future Events : 
They cured Diſeaſes by laying on their Hands: They 
diſpoſſeffed Devils, and raiſed the Dead, who lived ma- 
_ ny Tears after : They preſſed into the Heart, diſcovered 
Peoples Thoughts, and explained the Myſleries of the 
Goſpel. Aud, which is more, theſe wonderful Perfor- 
mauces were common to the whole Church. Now it 
was in this Age the Sacramental Cup was mix'd. Here 
{ure is Proof enough of the Streſs laid upon theſe Fa- 
thers, as if they were inſpired ; ſo that the Anſwerer 
had no occaſion to undertake what was thus com- 
pletely done for him beforchand. 

But beſides, ſays he, * I dejire to ask him, whether 
Wwe indy not believe Dooinejry- Boot, an authentick Ma- 
nifcript, wilhout laying the ſame Streſs upon the Con- 


tents, which we do upon the Goſpel of St. Matthew. 


And [ will freely anſwer, We may. Though what 
this is to our Purpoſe, 1 cannot conceive. |, 

. And laſily, s he entreats to be reſolved, whether 
thoſe Ages ſo near the Apoſtles, ſo remarkable for Mira- 
cles and Martyrdom, are not better Evidence for the 
Mixture, than ſome of the ſixteenth Century for omit- 
ting it ? And here too I will anſwer him very plain- 
ly ; They are better Evidence for the Uſe of the Mix- 
ture, but not for the Neceſſity of it, becauſe they 
teilify the one, but not the other. 

In the next Paragraph, h he deſires to know, when 
there is nothing but remote Poſſibility on the one fide, and 
good Evidence on the other, which way the Verdict ought 
to be given? Surely for the good Evidence. But then 
this Evidence mult be fairly given, and not only talk- 
cd and boaſted of, without any real Appearance of it. 
This is but a needleſs Repetition of what had been 
anſwered before i. 

For his beloved Diſtinction of the Fruit of the Vine 
and ihe Tree, I beg of him {eriouſly to conſider what 
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has been offer'd in the No Juft Grounds, p. 30, &c. 
and to ſay no more of it, till he can anſwer what he 
meets with there. 

But becauſe our learned Author has at length pro- 
duced & ſomething new, it is but fit I ſhould rake 
notice of that, before I proceed to what follows. 

The Miſua, ſays he, deſcribing the Ceremonies for 
the Paſchal Cup, runs thus: When they mix the 
ce fr{t Cup, both the Schools of Shammzi and Hillel, 
ce bleſs or give Thanks for the Wine. Fhe ſecond 
&« and third are likewiſe mix'd, Sc.“ Whence he 
colle&s, that this ſhews that the Jews mix'd the Paſ- 
chal Cup, and then called it the Fruit of the Vine, 


 wvhen our Saviour inſtituted the Holy Euchariſt. But 


here J muſt tell him, that in Sarenbuſius's Tranflation 
of the Miſua, it is read, not if they mix, but if they 
our. Which is quite beſides our Author's Senſe of 
the Word, Beſides that he appeals likewiſe to 
Buxtorf, as concurring in this Interpretation. And 
it is worth enquiring, how Dr. Lightfoot, though a 
very great Maſter in Rabbinical Learning, comes to 
be a more infallible Tranſlator than theſe. And this 
may ſerve alſo for an Anſwer to part of what comes 
in the next Page. Where I hope I may be pardon- 
ed, if I note that more than uſual Art is uſed to eſta- 
oy the Mixture upon the Authority ot Dr. Light- 
oor. 

Here our learned Author tells us, | Firſt, The Paſ- 
chal Supper began with a Cup of mix'd Hine. Here 
every one would preſume he had given Dr. Light» 
feot's own Words, conſidering how he brings them 
in. Bur theſe it ſeems would not anſwer his Deſigns 
and were therefore to be amended, that they might 
icem to do it. The Paſchal Supper, ſays the Doctor, 
began with a Cup of Wine. But this was not at all 
to the Vindicator's Purpoſe; for which Reaion that 


* 
ene 
ms 


— » 22. — . 


F. p. 40. nn p. 41. | 
: 252 4 it 


[ 28 } 


it might become ſo, an Addition was to be made, 
and ſeeing it was only of a ſingle Monoſyllable, this 
was eaſily flipp'd in; and ſo we find it in the Vindi- 
cation, it began with a Cup of mix'd Mine. Here, to 
uſe his own Phraſe m, is ſuch a Fallacy of over-vouch- 
ing, as is no where to be met with in the Anſwerer, 
and by God's Grace never ſhall be. But it may be he 
will think to excuſe himſelf by this, that the next 
Words in the Doctor are, They mingle the firſt Cup 
for him. Yet neither will this bring him well off, in 
as much as he has not cited the Doctor's Words with- 
out an Interpolation, which he muſt own is not right. 
And again, if the following Words ſhould import in 
the Original, according to Surenbuſius's formention'd 
Interpretation, no more than that hey fil] ont the fir} 
Cup for him, he has then no Pretence for this Miſre- 
preſentation. And that they do neceſſarily import 
more, he has nor yet made out; and I am inclina- 
ble to think that he will not be able to do it. Se— 
coñdly, It follows, And then the chief Perſon gave 
Cod Thanks, who created the Fruit of the Vine. The 
next Words in the Doctor are, The School of Shammai 
faith, He gives Thanks firſt for the Day, and then for 
the ine, and ſo on. However the Doctor ſpeaks to 
this Purpoſe afterwards; and I am willing to wink ar 
ſmall matters. "Thirdly, He adds, ſtill as if it were 
in one continued Diſcourſe, and in that part of the 
Miſua that is cited by the Doctor upon this Occaſion, 
This Cup was diluted 5 becauſe their Wine was very 


flrong, and not fit to be drank without Water. Vet 


this comes not till above two large Pages after, and 
is produced not out of the Mi/za, nor the Jeruſalem 
Gemara, but the Babylonian, that part of the Talmud, 
(of which n ſo diſreputable a Deſcription has been gi- 
ven by Mr. Collier, and other great Men.) As any 
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[ 29 ] 
one may ſee that will conſult Dr. Lightfoot”s Hebrew 
and Talmudical Exercitations, Vol. 2. p. 257, and 260. 
Fourthly, He proceeds, ® The ſame learned Doctor in 
his Comment upon the Euchariſtick Cup, in the firſt 
Epiſtle to the Corinthians, obſerves, that in fliriking 
' the old Covenant, there was Blood mix'd with Pater: 
And in this Sanction of the New, there was Mine al- 
ſo mix'd with Water. Now all that I can make of 
this is, that the Doctor profeſſes our Saviour's Cup 
to have been mix'd, if he retained the ordinary Cuſtom 
of the Nation in this matter, which, ſays he, is not in 
the leaſt to be doubted; and then, as has been P obſer- 
ved before, argues upon this Suppolition as here re- 
cited. But then here he only {peaks his own Opi- 
nion, as what he thought he had very good Grounds 
for. And whether this be ſufficient, to introduce 
a conſtant indiſſoluble Neceſſity of mixing the Sacra- 
mental Cup, our learned Author may plcate farther to 
conſider at his Leiſure. Fifthly, It is urged, hat 
the Talniudick Rubrick for the Paſchal Nights Ser- 
vice, whenever it ſpeaks of any of theſe Cups of Wine, 
brought to him that officiated, uſes this Expreſſion, 
1 1m, they mingled it for him. And why not they 
poured out for him, ſince the Words will bear that 
Senſe as well? But beſides, hereto I may oppoſe what 
has been already offered, and not been replied to that 
I remember, by any of the Writers on the other {ide : 
4 That the Oxford Annotator, upon St. Cyprian's 634 
Epiſtle, has obſerved that it was all one with the 
Jews, whether their Wine were pure or diluted, and 
cites the Toſephos or Toſiphta, (an Addition that Rabbi 
Chaja made to the Miſua, by way of Explication of 
ſeveral Paſſages in it) for his Aſſertion. W hence 
both Thomas Aquinas and Bonaventure, concluded the 
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Mixture of Water not to be of Neceſſity, in order 
to the Integrity of the Sacrament. Sixthly and laſt- 
ly, Whereas it had been pleaded from Dr. Lightfoot r, 
that he teaches, Fa Man drinks Wine pure, and not 
mingled with Water, he has performed his Duty; and 
had been asked, If a Jew might perform his Duty in 
an unmix d Cup, why may not a Chriſtian perform his 
in like manner? And this was declared ſuch an inviz- 
cible Rabb, as would not quickly be got over : Here 
we are told from Dr. Light foot and the Gemara, that 
whoſoever drank four Cups of pure Wine, he indeed 
had done his Duty about drinking Mine, but he had 
not done his Duty about ſetting forth their Freedom. 
Whence it follows, either that /etting forth their 
Freedom was not a neceſſary Paſchal Duty, becauſe 
the Doctor ſays without any Exception, that he Has 
performed his Duty; or clic that the Doctor and the 
Gemara do not well conſiſt with themſelves, or with 
each other; which will not be much ro our Author's 
Advantage. And ſo the Rub is not yet ſufficiently 
got over. | 
Now comes a Repetition * of the Diſtinction bc- 
twixt the Fruit of the Vine, and of the Tree. W hich 


our learned Author undertakes to account for a littlc 


after, as if becauſe there is an unagreeable Reliſh in 


| ſome Fruit which is called taſing of the Tree, this 


were any ſort of Proof, that Wine without a Mix- 
ture of Water was not to be looked upon as the 
Fruit of the Vine, but of ſome other Tree, in 
oppoſition to it. But this has had ſuch an Anſwer 
in the No Juſt Grounds, p. 39, Cc. that I have no- 
thing more to ſay to it. : 

Dr. Lightfoot Y iz his Preface to his Horæ Hebrai- 
cx, informs us, that the beſt way of ſearching out 10 
Senſe of the many obſcure Places inthe New Teitament, 
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ts to enquire in what Senſe thoſe Phraſes and Manners 
of Speech were underſiood, according to the common Dia- 
lect of that Nation, with more to the ſame Purpoſe. 
And what is this to what is plain and clear in Scri- 
pture, as the Fruit of the Vine is? For I do not know 
I ever met with any one that thought it otherwiſe, 
till this learned Author took upon him to entangle 
and darken, inſtead of explaining it. And if 1t be 
not {till really ſo, after all his Endeavours to perplex 
it, I muſt ſay as he docs upon another Occaſion, *I 
think Engliſh is ſomewhat unintelligible. And becauſe 
the Doctor in the next Line mentions the Talmudick 
Authors, this Gentleman infers from it, * that his 
Teſtimony which takes in the Gemara with the Miſna, 
the Reader, I conceive, will conclude, comes full to the 
Purpoſe. The Reader may conclude what he pleaſes. 
But I heartily wiſh our learned Author had expreſſed 
himſelf a little more clearly. If he means by what 
he ſays here, either that the Miſua tcaches, that the 
Fruit of the Vine neceſſarily implies a Mixture, or that 
the Gemara, and eſpecially the Babyloniſh, is of equal 
Authority with the Miſua; and if the Reader con- 
cludes this with him, I am afraid he will conclude 
abundantly too faſt. 

Next he produces the learned Dean of Norwich, 
Dr. Wotton, and Mr. Ockly, as if they were of his 
Opinion. Whereas the known Practice of the firſt, 
and both the Practice and Y open Declarations of the 
others, plainly teſtify the contrary. 

And now our Author victoriouſly, I will not ſay iz 
conſiding Language, concludes, that he hopes * he may 
have ſatisfied the Demand of ſufficient Antiquity for 
this Uſage. How well he has ſatisfied the Demand, 
is left to the candid Reader to judge. But he ought 
moreover to haye remember'd, that his Buſineſs was 
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to have proved the Neceſſity of ſuch Uſage, as en- 
Joined by our bleſſed Saviour, or his Apoſtles; and 
not only that a mix'd Cup might, as he would have 
it, be ſometimes called the Fruit of the Vine, but that 
it was the only true and proper Meaning of the Words. 
And I deſire he would by no means think he has 
done this. 

The Anſwerer is blamed, à for having ſaid, Ve 
hear nothing of a Cup purpoſely mix d for our Saviour”s 
Uſe, till the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions. And though 
this is backed by the Defender's own Doctrine, b ſay- 
ing, It is moſt reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that the Wine bleſ- 
fed by our Saviour for the holy Euchariſt, was part of 
that prepared for the Paſſover And again, © The Scri— 
pture gives not the leaſt Hint of any new Proviſions, of 
any Change in the Entertainment for the Euchariſt. Tis 
moſt reaſonable to ſuppoſe it the Remainder of the Paſ- 
chal Proviſion; yet this Aſſertion,' he tells us, was 


proved a Miſlake : But where I cannot tell. And if 


it had been fo, it proved againſt himſelf *no leſs than 
the Anſwerer, and fo had proved more than he in- 
tended by ir, or would be willing to allow of. He 
adds, To this our Author replies, He cannot find theſe 
Authorities are produced for any thing more, than 
to prove that our Saviour uſed a Mixture. And is not 
our Saviour's Practice, lays he, upon ſo ſolemn an Occa- 
fon, a binding Reaſon for Imitation? eſpecially when he 
bid his Diſciples do what he had done. W hereto I an- 
ſwer, Firſt, That all Chriſtians are not obliged to do 


every thing our Saviour did: For inſtance, not to 


diſpute with the Jewiſ Doctors, not to walk upon 
the Water; not to get into a Ship and preach. 
Secondly, Our learned Vindicator himſelf owns, that 
our Saviour's bidding his Diſciples to do what he had 
done, does not oblige them © to all the accidental Cir- 
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*umſlances of his Adminiſtration. And the Water, 
if there were any in the Cup, does not yet appear to 
be more than an accidental Circumſtance of it; and 
ſo not neceſſarily to be continued. Thirdly, This, 

inſtead of anſwering, is plainly ſhifting the Scene, 
and running on to another Queſtion. The Charge 
againſt theRnliverer was, That he afhrm'd we hear 
nothing of a Cup purpoſely mix'd for our Saviour till the 
*Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, and the Anſwer is, That 
our Saviour's Practice is a binding Reaſon for Imita- 
tion. Does our Author call this arguing? So in the 
next Page he takes another Turn, trom the Point he 
was to have been upon, and whereas the Anſwerer 
had ſpoken of the Cup in our Saviour's Adminiſtra- 
tion, he pleads, it will not follow that the Primo- pri- 
mitive Chriſtians did not mix the Cup purpoſely for this 

Sacrament; which is no more to the Purpoſe than the 

-other. But this, it ſeems, is our learned Author's 

way of getting rid of Contradictions. What follows 

about Fuftin Martyr, Irenæus, Clemens Alexandrinus, 
and St. Cyprian, has been fo oft and fo fully anſwer- 
ed, that it is ſtrange it ſhould come here again. 

To ſhew that our Saviour could not any way be 

ſuppoſed to have eaten leaven'd Bread at his Pa/chal 

Supper, if indeed it were a Paſcha] Supper, (for 1 
have not been able to obtain a Sight of F. L' Amy's 
Harmony of the Goſpels, wherein he undertakes to 
prove the contrary) to ſhew this, I ſay, the Anſwe- 
fer argued f from the Unreaſonableneſs of imagining, 
that our Lord would profeſs to keep the Paſſover, in 
ſuch direct Contradiction to its Inftitution, as this 
© would have been; from our Author's. own Doctrine, 

that our Saviour's laſt Supper went upon a Conformity 

10 the Fewiſh Paſſover ;, and from the Teſtimony of 

three of the Evangeliſts declaring the Day on which it 

Was eaten, to be the firſt Day of unleaven'd Bread. 
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Which ſeveral Conſiderations our learned Author 
wiſely paſſes over in Silence. But becauſe Dr. Ham. 
mond had been cited to prove, 83 it was not neceſſary 
their Houſes ſhould be cleared of all leavened Bread, be- 
fore the Evening of the fourteenth Day; and the An- 
ſwerer had ſubmitted it h to the Reader's Judgment, 


whether the Doctor's Words were full to the Point; 


This on which the Anſwerer had leaſt Dependence 
of all, he ſingles out from the reſt, as if this alone 
would carry his Point for him. Whereas every one 
muſt needs be ſenſible, that admitting all that is pre- 
tended from this Doctor, it will never ſhew it law- 
ful to have uſed leaven'd Bread, on any Day when 
the Paſſover was eaten. Whether it were neceſſary 
to be removed out of: their Houſes, or not, before 
this Day were ended, it was not to be made uſe of by 
any that applied themſelves to celebrate the Paſſover, 
And of this our learned Author himſelf is fo ſenſible, 


that he ſuppoſes a Diſpenſation neceſſary in order to the 


eating of it. For ſo he pleads, i If our bleſſed Saviour 
diſpenſed with the Day, and with the Lamb, with the 
moſt material Parts of the Moſaick Inſtitution, why 
not with that which is leſs ſignificant ? Which Words 
plainly inſinuate the Neceſſity of unleaven'd Bread, 
| becauſe otherwiſe to eat ſuch as was leaven'd would 
not have needed a Diſpenſation k. But then he asks, 
why might not our Lord be believed to have diſpen- 
ſed with what ſeems leſs ſignificant, as well as with 
the moſt material Parts of the Inſtitutiun: And the An- 
{wer is very eaſy, becauſe there was no occaſion for 
this, to be diſpenſed with, as it is ſuppoſed there was 
for the other. And if the Jews are ſuppoſed not to 
have been obliged ordinarily to remove their Leaven, 
before the End of the fourteenth Day, becauſe the 
Paſſover did not uſually begin till then; yet when: 
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ever they began to eat the Paſſover, they were to do 
it without Leaven, Exod. xii. 20. and xiii. 7. and xx11. 


17. Deut. xvi. 3. as I believe will not be diſputed. 
And why this does not reach home to the Point, we are 
yet to be taught. e 
Suppoſing our Saviour took a mix'd Cup, only be- 
cauſe it was ready at hand, the Defender puts this 
Queſtion, by will it not follow for the ſame Reaſon, 
that he made uſe of Wine only becauſe it was ready? 
And the Vindicator adds, Then the Inference will be, 
that there is no Obligation to communicate in Wine, but 
any other Drink may ſerve as well. Now the Antithe- 
gin the Defender's Queſtion is not between Wine 


and any other Liquor, but betwixt diluted and pure 


Wine. And fo the Queſtion would be, Does it not 
follow for the ſame Reaſon, that he took pure Wine 
only becauſc it was ready? And if this alſo were ſup» 
poled, I know no hurt init. Wine was what our 
Saviour deſign'd, as a fit Emblem of his Blood: And 
though the Blood were beſt repreſented by it when 
pure, yet the Difference is not ſo great, but that 
our Saviour could have made uſe of the other, 1t he 
had ſo pleaſed. But then the following Inference 
will by no means hold, I That there is no Obligation to 
communicate in Wine, but any other Drink may ſerve as 
well z; becauſe, as has been noted before, it was Wine, 
the Fruit of the Vine, and not any other Drink, that 
our Saviour inſtituted. | 

Thus far I have proceeded upon the common Opi- 
nion of our Saviour's having eaten the Paſchal Sup- 
per before the Inſtitution of the Euchariſt. But if 
F. L' Amy's Notion will hold, that it was not a Paſ- 
chal Supper, but a common Meal our Saviour had been 
cating, (and perhaps our learned /3zdicator will not 


quickly anſwer his Reaſons for it) then all the Argu- 


Mm — 


| No Sufficient Reaſon, Part I. p. 113. 


E 3 


ments 


136 


ments drawn from the Paſſover for the Mixture are 
are quire out of Doors. 

Our learned Author proceeds; ® The Jews Diſtin- 
Aion between the Fruit of the Vine, and the Fruit of 
the Tree, was reckon'd a great Impropriety by the No 


Reaſon, Sc. Whercupon ſays that Author, ® /f the 


Jews would talk impertinently, I cannot think it neceſ- 
fary our Lord ſhould do fo too; meaning, it was not 
1 1 our Lord ſhould be repreſented as doing ſo 
This the Defender proſeſſes to have thought 

_ ftrong a Turn. And his Reuſon then was, ® be- 
cauſe the Jews ought to be allow'd 2% /ertle their Lan- 
guage, to aſſign the Notes of Diſtinction, and mark their 
Thoughts as they pleaſe. But this Rcaſon being ſhewn 

inſufficient, P the Vindicator now takes another 

Courſe, and complains of Leit) in the Expreſſion , 

and urges, that we owe a greater Kecard tothe divine 
Majeſty, than to bring him in for Diverſion, and give him 
a ſhare in furniſhing a Jeſt. And moſt certainly we 

do. But then I would beg leave to ask, Where is 

the Diver/ion ? or what Jeſt has the Anſwerer brought 

our Saviour to furniſh? I mult freely own I know of 

none. What follows was only ulcd as a ſerious and 

ſeaſonable Caution to this worthy Gentleman, againſt 

faſtening the ſuppoſed Impertinence of the Jews up- 

on our bleſſed Lord and Saviour, as Partaker with 
them in it. And if he will be prevailed with ta 

make that good uſe of it, I can aſſure him the An- 

ſwerer will caſily excuſe all his unjuſt, as well as un- 

kind, Reflections upon it. Whereto I add, that 

though I am utterly averſe from the Thoughts of 

preſcribing to our bleſſed Saviour, as the 1 Vindicator 

inſinuates, yet he cannot but own that there are ma- 

ny things that may not be attributed to him. He 
cannot deny himſelf, he cannot lye, he cannot com- 
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And ſo neither can he do or ſay 
any thing that is apparently and maniteſtly unreaſon- 
able. And if the Vindicator thinks the Anſwerer 


has ſaid more than this, it is his part to make good 
his Charge againſt him. 


The Vindicator poſitively affirms, * It has been 


plainly proved, the Mixture is meant by the Fruit of 


he Vine. But whoſoever will caſt his Eye back to 
the No Juſt Grounds, p. 30, Cc. will fee it much 
more plainly diſproved. 
Ae tells us at the Concluſion of this firſt Head, (I 
had almoſt ſaid i confiding Language) that the Defen- 
der has proved our bleſſed Saviour drank the Mixture, 
and commanded the Diſciples to do what he had done : 
Hnd that the Apoſtles, and the univerſal Church, pra- 
'Fiſed accordingly. But the Unhappineſs of the Caſe 
is, theſe things are proved only in Idea, in ſuch a 
precarious uncertain manner, and with fo little of 
Conviction to an impartial Mind, that we are {till at a 
loſs, as much as ever, for the Neceſſity and Eſſen» 
tiality of the Mixture. „ 
So that this looks as if the worthy Vindicator had 
happen'd here to ſ have too good an Opinion of his own 
Commodities, Nevertheleſs ſuch is his Oppoſition to 
the Anſwerer, that it tranſports him, and makes him 
forget what he had ſaid in the Paragraph bur juſt now 
mention'd, that in tKe Beginning of his Second Part *, 
he declares againſt attempting to prepoſſeſs the Reader 
by Flouriſh and Gaſconade, and that he will rather try 
to do ſomething than talk of what he has already done. 
Tho! it muſt be owned, he continues not long in this 
Mind: For in the very next Paragraph following, he 
profeſſes to have diſproved the Anſwerer's Plea, in his 
Defence and Vindication, the very ſame Fault, if it be 
one, for which he had ſo ſeverely chaſtiſed the An- 


ſwerer. But enough of this, if not already too much. 
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I come now to the ſecond of the conteſted Uſages 
Prayer for the Dead. And for the Proof of this, this 
learned Gentleman begins with Scripture, as if this 
| had taught us to offer up our Prayers to God, for 
thoſe that are tranſlated into Bliſs before us. Tertul- 
lian, who firſt mentions this Practice v, at the ſame 
time freely acknowledges there is no Rule in Scrip- 
ture for it. However, this Gentleman profeſſes to 
have found one; and it is Epheſ. vi. 18. In the De- 
Fence he ſeems to lay very little Streſs upon this Ex- 
hortetion of the Apoſtle, and only juſt mentions it, 
as what he thought might poſſibly be of ſome Advan- 
tage to him. Hie, meaning Tertullian, ſays he, V might 
believe that St. Paul comprehended the Dead, where he 
exhorts the Epheſians * zo make Supplications for all 
Saints. Yet this, as ſlightly mention'd as it was, the 
Anſwerer thought not fit to be paſſed over without 
ſome Conſideration of it; and therefore in reply to 


it, he argues, / that tho' the Word A, Saints, be 


Frequently uſed in the New Teſtament, to denote the 
Members of the Chriſtian Church here on Earth, it will 
not be found ſo applied to thoſe that are departed from us. 
Now here our learned Vindicator * not only quarrels 
with this Aſſertion, but profeſſes to ſhew it a palpa- 
ble Miftake. And this is his way of doing it. 

1. Firſt he cites St. Marth. xxvii. 2. where at our 
Saviour's Crucifixion it is ſaid, the Graves were open'd, 


and many Bodies of SAINTs which ſlept aroſe, and came 


out of their Graves after his Reſurrection, and appear- 
ed to many. And hereupon he denies that theſe Saints 
were alive after their Reſurrection, but were fill is 
the State of Separation, and belonged to the Diviſion of 


the other World. And he gives this very ſurprizing 


De Coron. Mil. c. 3. . Defence, p. 63. * Epbeſ. vi. 18. 

No Suſſicient Reaſon, Part. 2. p. 3. And the ſame is more 
fully inſiſted upon in the No Juſt Grounds, p. 50, 51. 
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'Reaſon of his Denial, * That there never was, nor will 
be any Reſurrection, excepting our Saviour's, till his ſe- 
cond coming. So then, according to his Doctrine, 
neither did Elijah Þ raiſe to Life the Widow's Child 
at Zarephath, nor Eliſha © the Shunamites Child, nor 
nor was the dead Man d raiſed, who touched that 


Prophet's Bones, under the Old Teſtament; nor did 
our Saviour © raiſe the Widow's Son at Nain, nor 
f Lazarus; nor s St. Peter Dorcas. Nor can his own 
Relation of /reneus's Teſtimony be true, declarin 

that in his Days h the Dead were raiſed, and lived ma- 


ny Years after: But I preſume he had forgot this. 


This I hope is enough to let the Reader ſee how 


palpable a Miſtake the Anſwerer was in, and how 
clearly our learned Author has proved it. Bur if this 


be not enough, let us try what we can make of his 
ſecond Argument. 


2. i To filence this Pretence farther, the Text ſays, 


that many. Bodies of Saints which ſlept, aroſe. Thus, 
ſays he, they are expreſſly called Saints, while they 


{lept, that is, when they were dead in the Scripture 


Language. Thus poſitive is this learned Author, by 
means of his arguing from our £zz/;fþ Tranſlation. 
For had he but looked into the Original, he muſt 
needs have been ſenſible, that the Word is not :- 
F Ado, but EνIiti not that ſept, but that had 
been aſleep, tho' now alive again, and called d., or 
+ Chriſtians, becauſe once more Members of the Church 
upon Earth; as has been noted before in the No J 
Grounds. So that all the Miſtake here, as well as in 


the foregoing Argument, is entirely the Vindicators. 


Beſides, that now he owns them to have ariſen, con- 
trary to the immediately preceding Paragraph. 
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3. St. Paul prays for the ſpiritual Improvement of 
the Epheſians, and particularly that | they may be able 
to comprehend, with all Saints, what is the Breadth, 
and Length, and Depth, and Height, Fc. Now, 
ſays this learned Vindicator, that the Saints departed 
are included within this Compaſs, is moſt reaſonable to 
ſuppoſe, becauſe their Faculties are better proportion'd 
for ſuch an Enquiry. And indeed he takes pains to 


get theſe Words applicd to the Saints departed into, 


and now ſettled in, the other World. But when all 
is done, as no ſuch thing is taught in the Words, fo 
I am perſuaded he will not find fo much as one Com- 
mentator, whether ancient or modern, that concurs 
with him in his Senſe of this, any more than of the 
other foregoing Texts. In all which, as far at leaſt 
as I have been able to inform my ſelf, he and his 
Followers ſtand fingle and alone, without any one 
Interpreter to bear them Company. Beſides here 
he only ſays, It is moſt reaſonable to - ſuppoſe the 
Saints departed are included within this Compaſs. A 
ſtrange and unaccountable Proof of an Eſſentiality! 
But he argues farther, hy may not the Righteous 
deceaſed be called Saints? One would think, when they 
are raiſed above human Infirmity, and ſecured in a ſiu- 
leſs Condition, they ſhould have the faireſt Claim to this 
Title. Oh that he could be perſuaded to keep to his 
Text! The Queſtion is, whether the Faithful de- 
parted are ever called Saints in Scripture? And if he 


argue till Domeiday for the Reaſonableneſs of giving 


them this Title, this will never prove that they are. 
The ſum is, that the learned Vindicator is fo far 


from ſhewing the Anſwerer to be in a Miſtake in re- 


lation to the Word Saints, that he has clearly ſhewn 


himſelf to be in a very great one, in relation to each 


of the Texts here betore us. 
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The Texts excepted to ® by the Vindicator, were 
produced only as intimating ſome proper Occaſions 
for teaching the Neceſlity of the Prayers contended 
for, if they had been neceſſary ; but that neither in 
theſe, nor any other part of Scripture, is there any 
fuch Intimation. And this is moſt true, and not de- 
nied by the Vindicator himſelf. 

But becauſe it had been ſaid, „ in the Revelation 
of St. John, I heard a Voice from Heaven, ſays the 
Apoſtle, ſaying, Write bleſſed are the Dead, which die 
in the Lord, &c. Bur ſtill not a Word of praying 
for them: That is true, ? ſays the Vindicator. But 
then in this place, there is not a Word neither of the 
Communion of Saints: No, nor of Baptiſm, or the 


| Holy Euchariſt. But then there is beſides a very 


conſiderable difference between the Caſes of praying 
for the Dead, and the Communion of Saints; that 


the former is neither ſpoken of here, nor in any o- 


ther part of Scripture; but the other, though nor 
mention'd here, is plainly taught in Rom. xii. 7. and 
many other Places of the New Teſtament. And had 
Prayers for the Dead been ſo taught roo, theſe Words 
in the Revelation had never been mention'd upon this 
Occaſion. 

The Anſwerer is charged in the next 4 Paragraph 
with miſreporting the Defender, in ſaying, He knew 


Prayer for the Dead had no Foundation in Scripture. 


Tf this be a Miſreport, I hope it may be pardon'd 
upon eaſy Terms, ſince in reality there is no Hint of 
it in Scripture. As © Tertullian, who firſt ſpeaks of 


it, freely confeſſes. And the two Texts produced 


for it by the Vindicator, are ſhewn in no wile to an- 
ſwer his Expectation. And that it is not particularly 
prohibited in Scripture, or in his own Phraſe, that 
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there is no 1 Law againſt it, I perſuade my 
ſelf I may ſafely ſay, and without Danger of Miſre- 


port, our learned Author knows, will never create a 
Neceſſity or Eſſentiality of it. Nevertheleſs he has 


a ſingular way of proving, that to ſay he knew Prayer 


for the Dead had no Foundation in Scripture, was a 
Miſreport. He is convinced Prayer for the Dead is no 
where condemned in Scripture. I hope he does not call 
this proving. He believes farther, that the Practice of 
the Apoſiles, and their traditionary Inſtructions, inter- 
preted Epheſ. vi. 18. and 2 Tim. i. 18. to this Senſe. 
Strangely convincing ſtill! And that the primitive 
Church went upon this Ground in their Devotions for 
the deceaſed. This he may call Proof, and even Ma- 
themarical Demonſtration, if he pleaſes: But every 
one elſe muſt needs ſee there is nothing at all in it. 
The Arguments about Orefiphorus, to prove him 
dead, our learned Author tells us, muſt at the lowes 
be allowed probable. And were it ſo this is nothing 
to the Purpoſe, unleſs this worthy Gentleman has 
found out an Invention for raiſing a Certainty from 
a bare Probability. And yet here is no Appearance 
of a Probability that he was dead, when St. Paul 
prayed for him, ſince if St. Paul might have lately 
parted with him, and might moreover have reaſon to 
expect he would not be at home for a conſiderable 
time, this might be a juſt Reaſon for not ſending him 
any Salutation, as he would otherwiſe have done. 
And yet farther it has been t noted before, that had 
Oneſiphorus been dead, a Prayer for him to find Mer- 
cy in the laſt great Day, would be no Ground for 
praying for others, for Reſt and Refreſhment, or for 
an Improvement of their Graces in the mean time. 
This had been conſider'd before; bur it is very uſu- 
al with this Author to paſs by what he cannot an- 
ſwer, and ſtart ſome new Objection inſtead of it, 
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though for the moſt part to as little purpoſe as the 


former. 
From theſe Conſiderations it appears, that the An- 


ſwerer's Concluſion, that the Cuſtom of praying for the 


Dead has no Foundation in Scripture, is play ſo well 


drawn, to ule his own Phraſe, chat the Vindgator 
has nothing material to object againſt ir. Theic is 


not a tittle in behalf of this Cuſtom in the New Te- 
ſtament, and every whit as little in the Old; where 
I may ſay without Miſreport, he knows there is not a 


Syllable concerning it: However he is pleaſed to ſay, 


praying for the Dead was practiſed by the Jewiſh Na- 


tion. By this one would be tempted to think, it had 


been of conſtant and general Uſe during that Oecono- 


my. And yet alas! not only Moſes and the Prophets 
were perfect Strangers to it, nor does it appear that 
it was ſo much as once thought of during all their 


Time; nor do any of their Hiſtorians ever mention 
ſuch a Practice amongſt them till the time of the A/ 
monæans, which was not the propereſt time to learn 
of them. And there is but one particular Inſtance of 


it to be found; and this but in one Author, the un- 
knovn Abbreviator of Jaſon Cyrenæus, an Apocryphal 


Writer, in the ſecond Book of the Maccabees. 
Where it is obſervable, that this is but one ſingle In- 


ſtance, and only in an Apocryphal Book, and ſo diſ- 
advantagiouſly circumſtantiated too, that our Author 


| himſelf would not, nor can any way recommend it 


as fit for Practice: And which if it teach any ſort of 


theſe Prayers, they are rather for the Wicked than for 


the Faithful departed. And to collect from only one 
ſuch exceptionable Fact, that it was the Practice of 
the Zewiſh Nation in general, and well known after- 
wards in our Saviour's Days, is ſuch an Inference, 
that I ſhall be obliged to our learned Vindicator, if 
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he will ſhew me one like it, out of all the Books he 
has ever read, and upon whatſoever Subject 

Thus far as to Scripture and the Jes: And J am 
exceedingly miſtaken if any Cauſe was ever left more 
deſtitute of any tolerable Proof, than Prayer for the 
Dead is by each of theſe. 

Hence we come to Tradition. And here the An- 
ſwerer had urged, that * Prayers for the Dead are not 
mention'd till the end of the ſecond Century, nor for a- 
bove an hundred Years after in any part of the World, 
except Africa. But this, ſays our learned Vindicator, 
affords no Proof againſt their being an Apoſtolical U- 
ſage. And his Reaſon, or rather Fancy, is, Y becau/: 
within this period Prayers for the Dead are mention'd 
as a general Cuſtom, tranſmitted from paſt Generations. 
This I will dare to fay (and let him charge me with 
Mitreport if he imagines he can make it out, which 
I im ure he cannot) is all the effect of a luxuriant 
Faiicy, and has no other Pretence for it, but that 
Tertu ian ſpeaks of Tradition in its behalf, but with- 
ou. tei jpg either of how long ſtanding, or of what 
Extent it was. Which becauſe he docs not ſay, this 
learned Gentleman is reſolved to fay it for him, how 
groſſiy ſoever he be out in his Account. Then he 
pleads, that the African Church were not cenſured 
for the Uſe of it. And I believe he is fully ſatisfied, 
that had he and his Followers here in England prafti- 
ſed it, without diſturbing the reſt of the World a- 
bout it, they might in all probability have paſſed with- 
out any Eccleſiaſtical Cenſure for it. W hich yet is 
very far from proving the Church of England, not 
to ſay the reſt of Chriſtendom, to have practiſed it, 
as well as themſelves. But J find a great Zeal for a 
Cauſe will encourage even a Man of Wit and Learn- 
ing, to take up with any thing tor an Argument. 
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The Anſwerer had inſtanced * in divers ſorts of 


Prayers for the Dead, that had been uſed by thoſe that 


prayed for them, and divers Limitations as to the Per- 


ſons prayed for, and had deſired of the Defender, as 
in all Reaſon he might, to be informed which of 
' theſe Prayers were eſſential, and which not. To this 
- Queſtion, ſays he, the Reaſons, &c. afford an Anſwer : 


But ſuch an one, as is not an Anſwer at all, and can- 


not poſlibly paſs for any. However, if this will not 
do, he will give us none; though of abſolute Ne- 
ceſſity, in order to a right Performance of the Uſage 


ſo earneſtly recommended to our Practice. And which 
he in vain recommends, unleſs he will firſt inform us 
of the Nature of it. So that I might well give over 
here, as being at a ſufficient ſtop, if no ſuch Direction 
can be had, without which no one can be ſure to uſe 
theſe Prayers aright, were they as neceſſary as he 


would have them. However I will follow him, 
though it be more than I am as yet any way obli- 


ged to. 

p It had been objected, 2 That Tradition alone cannot 
create a neceſſary Duty. To which, ſays our Author, 
b the Defender replied, that Scripture referred us to 
Tradition; that it is a neceſſary Duty to believe the 


Scripture the Word of God; and that we have no ſure 


Ground to go upon, for this neceſſary Duty, but Tradi- 
tion. But to this, he affirms, the Anſwerer has yet 


given no ſatisfattory Anſwer. He does not deny that 


the Objcction has been handled at large, and fo 
convincingly, that he would not venture upon a Re- 
ply to it. All he ſays is, that it has had no /atisfa- 
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Fory Anſwer. Yet if it be what he cannot confute, 
that I hope will be ſufficient, whether he like it or 
not. It has alſo been ſomewhat largely defended in 
the No Fu# Grounds, p.1y to 30, but perhaps not 
ſatisfactorily as to him. 


The next Paragraph d is ſo totally beſides the Mark, 


that it is impoſſible to apply it, our Enquiry not be- 
ing how far theſe Prayers may operate, but what ſort 
of Receipt we have for them, and for whoſe Benefit 
they are to be uſed. | | 

In ſhort, the Queſtion is not about the Force of 
the Medicine preſcribed, but the Compoſition, or 
the neceſſary Ingredients of it. And theſe it ſeems 
we are not to know. | 

This Gentleman, ſays our learned Vindicator, © quotes 
a great many ancient Fathers and Liturgies, as Inſtan- 
ces of Prayers for the Dead. What Advantage be will 
gain by this Recital, I cannot imagine; unleſs his fingle 
Opinion will paſs for more than a Counterbalance to all 
theſe weighty Authorities. That the Anſwerer had a 
thought of this, I am ſure he cannot imagine: Nor 


could he poſſibly be at a loſs to know what Advan- 


tage was propounded by them, if he had the Patience 
to read the two next Pages of the No Sufficient Rea- 


fon. Though what Advantage may be got by them 


is another Queſtion, becauſe I ſee he was reſolved not 
to anſwer the Queſtion aimed at in them. It was 
roo hard for him, and therefore it ſerved his Purpoſe 
beſt, to Jet it alone. The great Variety of theſe 
Prayers being made ſometimes for part of the Saints 
departed, ſometimes for all, ſometimes for thoſe who 
died in their Sins, and ſometimes with Excluſion of 
them; ſometimes with reſpect to the Body, and 
ſometimes to the Soul; ſometimes for the Bleſſed Vir- 


gin and the Patriarchs, Prophets, Apoſtles and Mar- 
tyrs; at other times with Exception to the Martyrs; 
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$i by Parity of Reaſon to theſe others too: As alſo 


ſometimes they prayed for Reſt and Refreſhment, as 
from a State of Anguiſh and Torment; ſometimes for 
a Place in the Region of the Bleſſed; ſometimes for 
Forgiveneſs of their Sins, and Deliverance from the 
Pains of Hell, and from the deep Lake; and ſome- 
times again that they might be inſtated in eternal 
Peace, Cc. Wherefore, ſays the Anſwerer, theſe 
kind of Prayers being of ſo many different ſorts, before 
our learned Author preſſes us to the uſe of them, it were 
to be wiſhed, he would be ſo kind as to inſtruct us in the 
right method of ufing them; that be will certainly in- 
form us which of theſe Prayers are eſſential, and which 
otherwiſe, that we may know whom we are to pray for, 
and for what; with more to the ſame Purpoſe. And 


this ſurely was a reaſonable Demand, and the Refuſal 


to anſwer it highly unreaſonable, nothing in the 
World being more improper, than to prets a Duty as 
of neceſſity to Salvation, and yet not let People into 
the Nature and Extent of it. But this Gentleman it 
ſeems is either of another Opinion, or acts as if he 
were; and therefore inſtead of an Anſwer, puts us 
off with a needleſs Reflection, and not at all to the 
purpoſe. 
But there is a Reſerve behind, ſays our Author f; 
Had our Lord, ſays the Anſwerer, deſigned this as a ne- 
ceſſary Duty, he would have given us ſome Directious 
about it, and revealed the Nature and Happineſs of the 
State of our departed Friends. In anſwer whereto he 
replies, that our Lord did not reveal the whole of the 
Chriſtian Religion. True, not in his own Perſon. 


But he has neither revealed theſe Prayers, either by 


himſelf, or his Apoſtles. And fo this Anſwer falls to 


the Ground. 


What follows about 8 Tertullian needs nothing 


more to be ſaid to it, than what is to be met with in 


*. — — 


* 
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Vind. Part 2. p. 8. s id. p. g, Oe. 


the 
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the No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 1. from p. 22 to 36; 
and Part 2. p.17 to 21, and p.41, 42, 43. 

The Anſwerer had deſired the learned Defender b, 
ro ſhew that this Tradition of praying for the Dead, 
vas one of thoſe Dofirines St. Paul had delivered either 
to the Corinthians or Theſſalonians: Becauſe he had 
appealed to theſe in behalf of a traditional Authority 
for them. Bur his * he does not like, and complains 
of it as an unreaſonable Requeſt. For which Cauſe I 
will take liberty to enlarge it, and deſire he will ſhew 
that this ſame Tradition was taught, either by St. Paul 
or any other of the Apoſtles, not only to the Corin- 
thians or Theſſalonians, but to any Perſon or Number 
of Perſons whatſoever. And this I am ſure is very 
reaſonably to be required by any who remembers, that 
he inſinuates it to be one of thoſe Inſtitutions * zhe 
Spirit of Truth was to teach them, after his Deſcent 
on the Day of Pentecoſt. 

P.12. He quarrels with the Anſwerer's Tranſla- 
tion of thoſe Words of Tertullian, Traditio tibi pre- 
tendetur, Auttrix, conſuetudo confirmatrix, Fides ob- 
ſervatrix. Which Words the Anſwerer had render- 
ed thus; Tradition is their Author, Cuſtom has con- 
firmed them, and Faith obſerves them. Burt this it 
ſeems will not paſs Muſter; but he refers us back for 

the true Senſe of theſe Words to the Reaſons, &c. 
p. 11. The Practice ſtands upon a Bottom of Tradition, 
"tis confirmed by Cuſtom, and one Generation follows it 
upon the Credit of that which went before. And whe- 
ther of theſe two Tranſlations comes neareſt to Ter- 
tullian's Words, every one is deſired to judge. 

P. 13. He teaches, that he need not ſhew what 
Apoſtle ever taught Prayer for the Dead; if he has 
proved it an Apoſtolical Tradition, that is ſufficient. By 
ſufficient, 1 prelume he means /ufficient to make it of 
perpetual Obligation, elſe he ought to have explained 
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+ Intention. But how then does he anſwer the .—- 
Practice of the Puartodecimani, in their keeping of 
aſter * He owns * they did it in Imitation of S. John 


k and S. Philip; ſo that they plainly had it by Apoſto- 
„ical Tradition. Yet this was not thought ſo obli- 
d eing, but that when a Conteſt aroſe about it between 
y Vitlor and the Afatict Biſhops, it was concluded fit 
s to be laid aſide, in direct Contradiction to this Rule 
| of our learned Vindicator. And with very good Rea» 
v ſon, becauſe, as he himſelf ſpeaks ® in another Caſe, 
il it had no Command for it, or binding Rule in Practice. 
;= Which ſhews that according to his own Doctrine 
r barely Apoſtolical, or even Scriptural Uſage, is not 
y ſufficient without a Command, to inſtitute any Eſ- 
t gentiality in Religion. | 
4 The learned Vindicator cannot agree with the An- 
it ſwerer, ® that there is no Article of Faith, no Precept of 
"Morality, concerned in the preſent Controverſy. But 
= Jure if it be no where taught in Scripture as neceſſa- 
"s Ty to be believed, it can be no Article of Faith, if it 
2 have no Precept at all for it, then no Precept of Mo- 
. xality. This is very plain and clear; and if this learn- 
7 ed Gentleman will not aſſent to it, let him not deny 
it tt, but try what Work he will make in going about 
r To diſprove it. | 
e. > There is a Paſſage out of Tertullian, cited by the 
, Anſwerer, which if applied to the Prayers contend— 
it dd for, would ſeem, inſtead of encouraging them, to 
> Profeſs them unlawful. His Words are theſe; * /f 
2 be pleaded that it is therefore lawful to be crowned, 


pPecauſe the Scripture does not forbid it; it may with 
it es much Reaſon be retorted, that it is therefore not law- 
ful, becauſe the Scripture does not command it. And I 


28 

y 1 ſhoould preſume, ſays the Anſwerer, his Authority to be 
of valid on the one fide, as on the other, Of which, 
d 3 b . 
925 1 Deſence, p. 9. m P. 20. ind. Part 2. p. 14. 

8. No Sufjicient Reaſon, Part 2. p 28 
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ſays the Vindicator, P his ſeventh Anſwer falls in the 
Reply to his fir, and thither I refer the Reader. Ard 
ſo paſſes it over without other Notice; tho” there 
is not a Word to be found of ir in the Place reterred 
to. However, having had this Occaſion to look 
back to p.17. I met with an Argument that I had 
like to have forgotten. The Detender had pleaded 
for himſelf 4 a Saying of Tertullian, Il here there is 10 


- eoritten Rule for general Practice, wwe ought in reaſona- 


ble Conſtruction to believe the Riſe from ſome Apoſile or 
other. Hereto the Anſwerer objects, * This is not an 
infallible Scripture Doctrine, but only a Saying of Ter- 
tullianz in which it was poſſible he might be miſtaken, 


Whereto replies the Vindicator very briskly, {5 | 


there then nothing infallible, but Scripture Doctrine? | 
hoped Mathematical Demonſtration, Firs Principles, and 
Inſerences fairly drawn from them, might have had th; 
Privilege, And is this at all to the Purpoſe? Has he 
any Mathematical Demonſtration for the Neceſſity 
of his new Communion-Office ? ls Prayer tor the 
Dead a Firſt Principle? Or is it an Inference fairly 
drawn from one? Every body knows it is none of 
them; and by good and undeniable conſequence, his 
fort of Evidence comes in therefore very oddly in 
this Place. Bur it often happens, that talking high 
prevails with ſome People, above a cloſe and ſubſtan- 
tial Argument. 

The Anſwerer thought the Tradition for praying 
for the Dead, not to be very old in Tertullian's.Ti.- ; 


and offer'd three Reaſons for his Opinion. The firit 


of theſe this learned Gentleman thought fit to pals 
over, as if he eſteemed it below his Notice. But 
whether it were not for another, and a very diſlc- 
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rent Reaſon, I beg of the candid Reader to look ic 
over, and be Judge between us. 
Our learned Author, in the Beginning of the firſt 


Part of his Vindication, complains of the Anſwerer, 
that he paints the Defender and the regt of his old 
Friends in hideous Colours. But now he is reſolved to 


be even with him; for here he inſinuates him to 


have taught Prayer for the Dead, " to be little leſs 


than the Herely of the Gnoflicks and Cerinthians, who 
denied the Incarnation, aud maintained licentions Prin- 
ciples, and to have born hard upon the Honeſty or 
Underflanding of The ancient Church. This is no very 


kind Treatment; but the Reflection being only per- 
ſonal, is eaſily both born and forgiven. 


Not many Lines after he poſitively afhrms, that 
Irenæus knew Prayers for the Dead were offer'd at the 
Chriſtian Sacrifice. Yer J hope 1 may be thought 
pardonable, if I as poſitively affirm on the contrary, 
that this is more than he knows, or can prove. And 
yet he argues as freely upon it, as it he knew it a 
certain and undoubted Truth. 

P. 15. Heasks, fivce Tertullian was a very learned 


Perſon, and particularly skild in the Roman Laws, 


what Reaſon is there to believe he won!d croſs upon the 
common: Notion, and ſpeak out of Propricty in this 
Piace? Which is no Argument at all, unlcis he can 
prove that a Civil Lawyer is always to be as nice in 
his Expreſſion, as when he is pleading ut the Bar, and 


may never ute his Words in the ſame Latitude with 


other People. 


The indicator is not willing to take notice of 
what Du Pin had ſaid concerning the Apaſtolical Con- 
ſlitutions, becaute the Words themſelves were not ci— 
ted at large, but only the Place referred to, where 
they are to be ſeen. But yet he readily appeals to 
him, to prove Prayers for the Dead to have been 


M P. 20. x P, 21. 
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uſed within the compaſs of the three firſt Centuries. 
And pray obſerve the Nicety of his Argument, Prayer 
for the Dead is not remarked as an Uſage poſterior to the 
Apoſtles z yet neither does Du Pin ſay it was not po- 
{tcrior to them: neither does Cardinal Bellarmine, or 
Cardinal Baronius, remark, it as poſterior to the Apo- 
files : Which is no Proof that it was not ſo. But to 
return to Monſieur Du Pin, our learned Author took 
care to ſtop in very good time. For had he gone on 
but to the very next Words, he would have found 
them not mightily to his Advantage. They prayed, 
ſays he, à for the Dead, and offer'd Sacriſices for them. 
The Chriſtians gave among them the Kiſs of Peace, 

called one another Brethren, and continually made the 
Sign of the Croſs. And nor only ſo, but ® they prayed 
to the Saints and Martyrs, &c. 

So that as far as this great and learned Critick goes 
according to the Tradition of thoſe Ages, not only 
the Kiſs of Charity, and the Sign of the Croſs, ſeem to 
be as neceſſary as Prayers for the Saints, but likewiſe 
Prayers to the Saints and Martyrs. And to this cele— 
brated Writer's Teſtimony, by reaching too far, docs 
no Service at all, unlels Prayers to the Saints and 
Martyrs be another Eſſential of our Religion. 

The YVindicator offers at © ſome farther Probabilitics 
in relation to the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions. But 
ſince they are only Probabilities, ar beſt, I ſhall not 
trouble the Reader with them: But if he deſires to 
enquire farther into that Subject, I ſhall rather refer 
him to the aforeſaid Monſieur Du Pin in his Account 
of Clemens Romanus, p. 31, 33. and to the Addenda 
to the 1 ingenious Mr. Drake's excellent Sermon before 
the Univerſity of Cambridge, where he treats very 
tearneadly and judiciouſly upon theſe Conſtitutions. 


n * 
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The Defender having taught, d that Tertullian's 
reatiſe de Corona was written two Years before he 
turned Montaniſt, the Aniwerer © produced good Au- 
*thoritics to the contrary. Bur theſe will not go down 


with our learned Authasr: He has no Objection to 
make to the late Dr. Allix's Teſtimony in the Caſe, 
ſo that that ſtands unſhaken ; but this is the only one 
that paſſes without Cenſure. He begins with Baronius, 
7 whom he charges with a Miſtake, but for what Rea- 
ſon deſerves to be conſidered. The Words on which 


the Cardinal founds his Opinion, he lays, f have a plain 


reference to S. Paul's Exhortation of taking the whole 
Armour of God, and not to any of the pretended Pro- 


phecies of Montanis and Maximilla.' But tho' theſe 
Words, Calceatus de Evangelii paraturd, ſuccinctus a- 
gutiore verbo Dei, totus de Apoſtolo armatus, ſhod with 


the Preparation of the Goſpel, begirt with the ſharper 
Word of God, all over armed from the Apoſtle; 
though theſe Words, I ſay, are in the former part of 


The Chapter, out of which Baronius made his Obſer- 


vation, every one mult tce at firſt view, that the 


Words cited by him have no Relation to them. As 
peither have theſe Words of the Apoſtle's Exhortation 
to the Epheſians, Eph. vi. 14. And fo Baronius's 


Calculation f ſtands yet firm and good. 


The next he objects to is Dr. Cave; but all he has 
to fay againſt him, is purely from a Miſtake of his 
wn. Dr. Cave, ſays he, /uppoſes this Book written 
A D. 218. Whereas whoſocver ſhall conſult Dr. Cave 
bimſelf, will find he ſays in the Year 208; and fo all 
his Objections againſt him come to nothing. Ne- 
yertheleſs he directs rather to rely upon Beatus Rhe- 


nanus, Pamelius and Rigaltius. Now if either Rigal» 


ius, or Beatus Rhenanus, has fixed any Year for the 
Priting the Book De Corona Militis, I muſt own it 
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has eſcaped my Obſervation. And as for Pamelius, 
he ſays it was in the Year 208, the very ſame Year to 
which Dr. Cave referred, as our Author muſt needs 
be ſenſible, if he pleaſe but to look once more into 
that great Man's Hiſtoria Literaria. Which agrecs 
alſo with Monſieur Da Pin, who, our Author himlelf 
tells us, throws it between 207 and 210, and whoſe 
Teſtimony as to this Books being written in Monta- 
niſm, he does not here except to. So that we have 
all the Authorities cited on our ſide ſtill ſafe, except 
that of Mr. Tillemont; yet though he is ſingular as to 
the Time when he ſays this Book was written, he 15 
very poſitive that it was written in Schiſm. And it 
does not follow from his Miſtake in the Chronology, 
that he was miltaken alſo in this Aſſertion. 

The learned Vindicator procecds to argue, 8 that 
with Prayers for the Dead, Tertullian mentions di— 
vers other Ulages confeſſedly not Montaniſtical. But 
{ure this is no Evidence, that he being then a Mon- 
taniſt, could not poſſibly add to them one that was ſo. 

And a little after h he would needs have the An- 
ſwerer chargeable with caſting a Reflection upon the 

reat Council of Nice, as Favourers of Moztani/m. 
Though they have made no Decree in Favour of 
Montaniſm in general, or even ſo much as of this ons 
Particular of Prayer for the Dead. As if their not 
cenſuring it were enough to make them guilty of it; 
and if he argue at all to his own Purpoſe, to make i 
eſſentially neceſſary to all Chriſtians. | 

Again i he complains of the Anſwerer, that in rc 
citing this Paſſage of his, which makes bim ſtill ſtaul 
more clear from the Suſpicion of Montaniſm, he had 
left our theſe two Words „ill and more. And the! 
Fact is certainly true, that ſeeing he was to anſwer 
the Defender's Argument, he thought ir ſufficient to 
give it its full Force; and if he did this in as ſhort 177 
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* [49] 
manner as he could, it is to be hoped he may be ex- 
cuſed, though he did not report every Word of the 


Sentence. And he never expected to have been re- 
proached for the Omiſlion of theſe Words, ſince he 
did not imagine the Argument to be the weaker for 
want of them; nor is ke yet ſenſible that this Omiſ- 
ſion does ar all alter the Senſe of what was ſaid: For 
either Tertullian was clear of the Charge againſt him, 
or he was not. If he was clear of it, there was no 
need of his being ſtill more ſo: If he was not clear 
of ſ it, theſe Words „i and more, would not make 
= him ſo. 
His next Complaint is, & that the Anſwerer ſpeak- 
ing of Zillemont's Account of the Pretace to the Mar- 
tyrdom of S. Perpetua, makes him ſay, Here are ſome 
* Expreſſions in the Preface, which gave good Reaſon to 


Montaniſis. No, ſays the Vindicator, Tillemont docs 
not ſay this, but only that here were ſome Terms in 
* the Preface, which made ſome People of Learning be— 
lieve it. And if this be of any mighty Advantage to 
him, Iam very willing he ſhould make his beſt of it. 
| He cites St. Auguſtin , declaring it to be more than 
can be proved that Dinocrates died unbaptized, which 
| be deſires the Anſwerer would remember. But he ſeems 
not to remember what the Anſwerer had declared m, 
that this ſame Dinocrates is ſpoken of by St. Auguſtin, 
as either having never been baptized, or elſe having been 
* afterwards tempted by his Father to Idolatry; and that 
he did not /#ppo/e our learned Author would deſire to 
Have a Prayer made for any in either of theſe Conditions. 
And he has not yet been pleaſed to inform us, whe- 
ther he would or no. 
F. 40. He undertakes to ſhew what Uſages Tra- 
4 x dition makes neceſſary, and what not. And here he 
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from the Behaviour of future Ages, of whom it could 
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was conſtantly uſed from the Age of St. John to the 
fourth Century. Though whoſoever ſeriouſly conſi- WY 
ders his way of proving it, will find it come ſhort of 
what he profeſſes. Beſides, that though the Time 
of St. John's Death be often recurred to, in Behalf 
both of the Mixture, and Prayer for the Dead, the 
Reader cannot but obſerve, that that Apoſtle is never 3 , 
ſo much as pretended to have ſpoken a Word in fa- 
vour of either of them. And from that time down- WK 
ward, twas pratlis'd, till within this laſt 200 Tears, 
And therefore could we argue no farther, we ought in 
Reaſon to conclude the Church had good Motives to war- 
rant this part of their Worſhip. But pray, good Sir, 
had they not the, ſame Motives to warrant their 
n communicating of Infants? Was not this the Pra- 
ctice in St. Cyprian's Days? And did the Council of 
Nice, and thoſe that follow'd for many Ages, ever 
condemn it? Your Arguments plcad ſo much for the 
Neceſſity of this, that I cannot ſee why it ſhould 


well as Prayers for the Dead. If the former be not 
neceſſary, your Reaſoning here will no more prove 
the other to be ſo. But as to Tertullian's Ulages, 
which of them are eſſential, is ro be known, vou 
ſay, by the Church's either dropping or retaining 
them. But how then ſhould Tertullian's Contempo- 
raries have acted upon this Principle? It was impoſii- 

ble for them to know, how many of their Uſages af- 
ter Ages would retain, and which they would drop. 1 
Which left them in the dark, as to the Obligations 
they were under, theſe not being to be learn'd from 

Scripture, or the Cuſtom of their own Time, bur 


not be foretold, whether they would continue them 
on, or not. This was ſuch a Teſt whereby to judge WR 
of their Neceſſity, as could not be fore-known with- 


n See No Reaſon, p. 15, 16. 
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ut the Gift of Prophecy; which every Age is not 
Fo pretend to. And not only in Tertullian's Days, 
ne Hut for many Ages after, according to this way of 
alk eaſoning, it was impoſſible for Chriſtians to diſco- 
he er to what Ulages they were undoubtedly obliged ; 
er 3 Dccauſe they could not foretel what Uſages would be 
1. Eropp'd in future Times: which, according to our 
earned Author, is the only way whereby to know whe- 
„„ Aber they were of laſting and neceſſary Obligation. 
„ Our learned Author argues with great Zeal for the 
„ Reaſonableneſs of praying for the Saints departed. If 
ir, pe had done it for the Neceſſity of ſuch Prayers, it 
.. ZFould have ſuited much better with his Undertak- 
g. But yet to follow him in his own Method: 
Eis allowed, ſays he, o the Saints pray for us. So 
lo ſay I, the bleſſed Angels continually do us good 
he Oftices: Why ought we not to come up to ſomewhat of 
lg Requital, and return a reciprocal Benevolence? Yet this 
as A promiſe my ſelf, this learned Gentleman will not af- 
ort Arm, to be neceſſarily incumbent upon us. Though 
qe Argument is much ſtronger on that ſide. That 
he Saints in Glory pray for us, is at beſt but a ratio- 
a . Concluſion: But the Scripture tells us plainly of 
no e Angels, ? that they are miniſtring Spirits, ſent 
Forth for the good of them that ſhall be Eltirs of Salva— 


13. en. And in divers Places of the Old and New Te- 
af. Hament we are taught, how 4 they rejoyce at the Con- 
p. "Wer /ion of a Sinner, how * they ſaved Lot out of So— 
\ns n, © Shadrach, Meſhech and Abednego, out of the 
ay £ gurning Furnace; Daniel in the Lyon's Den, and 
ur delivered St. Peter when in Priſon; how they cat- 
114 Bcd Lazarus into Abrabam's Boſom, thall * ſummon 
em do riſe at the laſt Day, and ſhall then Y ſever the 
og: | 3 
h- vid. Part 2. p. 42. p Hebr. i. 14. d S. Lu. xvi. 10. 
— bes. xix. 1, G. Dan. iii. 28. © vi. 22. 
Act. xii. 7. W S. Luk, Xvi. 22. x I Thel. iv. 6. 
EY Marth. xiii. 49. 
Mut 
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Wicked from among the Juſt. And again, that * it." 
tle ones, ſuch as are low and mean in the Eſteem of 3 
the World, have yet heir Angels ſtanding continual. : 
ly in the Preſence of God, who always behold th. 
Face of our Father which is in Heaven, and arc eve 
ready to receive his Commands concerning them 
W hereas the Scripture ſays nothing of the Prayers of 
the Saints for us. Yet according to this Gentleman'; 
Doctrine, no Prayers are deſired for the former; and 
yet they are ſo neceſſarily required for the latter, that * 
one of the Articles of the Creed cannot be maintain- 
ed without them. This is unaccountable enough 
But perhaps he will ſay, * the one may be benefit 
by our Prayers, and the other cannot. Yet this 1 
more than the Scripture has taught us, or he will cv 
be able to prove. And our Conjectures, how rc 
ſonable ſoever, will never authorize any of us to im. 
pole any ſort of Worſhip, that Almighty God hi: 
not appointed. For which Reaſon it would be muct 
better becoming Chriſtians to conclude, that wer 
Prayer for the Dead an Office due to them, and by 
which they may be benefited, God Almighty, whe 
has ſo clearly taught us our Duty in other reſpect; 
would not have failed to do it likewiſe here; ane 
that ſince he has not done it, it will be propereſt fo 
us to acquieſce, and ſtick to what he has revealed. 
Our learned Vindicator diſallows of all other Act 2 
of Communion with the Saints departed, but only? 
that of Prayer db. And yet ne muſt own at laft, thi 
. Communion does not always imply Prayer for tho 
with whom it is held. I ſuppoſe he will not den 
himſelf to be in Communion with the bleſſed Angel: 
who are ſo highly uſeful ro us, as has been ſhewn 
and yet he does not demand Prayers to be made to! 
them. But I am ſure he muſt own that we hav! 
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„ nmunion with © the Father and the Son Jeſus Chriſt» 
lt. &s 4 likewiſe with the Holy GH. And there is no 


m of room for ſuch Prayers here. Communion therefore 
Nuale may, and muſt be, where yet Prayers for the Party 
| th. Corned , and with whom we hold. Communion 
cvel. eeds not, nor can always, be put up. But perhaps 
em he will ſay, they are always neceſſary, where the Per- 
"5 01 Mons prayed for may be benefited by them. If fo, 
dan! yet it lies upon him to prove the Saints departed are 
2 any way benefited by the Prayers of thoſe on Earth. 
1a 


at This he concludes from their being in a leſs perfect 
call State of Happineſs, till the Reſurrection. Burt the 


ugh = Scripture has never taught us his Concluſion is right; 
neo nor can Reaſon without Scripture, cvince it to 
1's hi be ſo. We hive neither Direction for ſuch Prayers 
cv! to be made, nor any Promiſe of their Succets;z and of 
1% 2 what Uſe then can they be preſumed to be to thole 
un, for whom they are made; or what Obligation can 
bye be under to make them? DE 
auck Which is a ſufficient Reply to all © his Attempts 
wer for proving theſe Prayers neceſſary, from the Suppo=- 
d by ſal of their being lawful. In as much as after all our 
wh Z Author's pleading for them, it is not proved that the 
cM Saints departed are or can be any way benefited by 
an them. But it is here ſhewn, that Commumion may 
| fo! be maintain'd without them. | 
d. Our Author argues, f If the African Chriſtians pra- 
Act * &iſed any unauthorized Wor ſhip, eſpecially in ſo ſolemn 
onl an Inſtance as this before us, the whole Church muſt be 
the involved in the like Misfortune. This is carrying 
hol Things very high. For whoever taught before, that 
den it ſome particular Church, or perhaps only ſome part 
gel ol it, uled ſomething uncommanded in their Wor- 
W - | 
fol OTE OT TT OT TD Wome” Rei 
have © 1 C. Jen . . 4 2 Cor. xiii. 14. © Vind. Part 2. p. 


95, Sc. See allo No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 77, 78. 
ind. Part 2. p. 49. See alſo No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. 
ai Þ- 46. 
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ed for, that there is none; whoever I ſay taught be- 


fore, that the whole Church were involved in the 
ſame Guilt with them, if they did not preſently ex. 


communicate them? This is a Strictneſs of Diſci- 


pline, fit only for thoſe who refuſe to communicate 
with any that will not join with them in their new 


Office, but which was not thought neceſſary in the 
firit and pureſt Ages of Chriſtianny: As neither on 
the other hand is it a /#fficient Proof, as our learned 
Author here affirms, that they praiſed elſewhere in 
the ſame manner. As every one that does bur a little 
conſider with himſelf, may plainly ſee. Nor again 
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ſhip, fomething for which there is no Scripture Rule, YM 
as Tertullian expreſſly affirms, of the Prayers contend. 
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is there any ſuch Malignity in this Uſage, as that | 
 wholoever embraces it, muſt preſently be ftigmatiz'd 


as a Montaniſ?, and Sr. Cyprian in particular, whillt 


he kept off from the groſſer and more offenſive Prin- 


ciples of that Sect? 

Being asked, 8 J/hat ſufficient Narrant St. Cyprian 
bad for this Practice, he tells us, h He will not repeat 
the Scripture Authority already mention'd. And there 
15 no Reaſon that he ſhould, becauſe he is plainly 


ſhewn to have wholly proceeded upon a Miſtake in 


that reſpect, whatſoever he boaſts to the contrary. 
But then he adds, He had Tradition up to the Apoſic- 


tical Age, which is another Miſtake. Again, lays. 
he, He had a Decree of the Biſhops his Predeceſſors, to 
juftify his Practice; that is, a Decree againſt any one 
that ſhould conſtitute a Clergyman his Executor; 

That he ſhould not, ſays he, have the Prayers of the | 
Church, nor the Euchariſlick Sacrifice offered for him 

after his Deceaſe. The Words in the Original are 


theſe; i Non offeretur pro eo, nec Sacrificium pro dor- 
mitione ejus celebraretur, And he does not afhrm his 


Words to be a proper and true Tranſlation of them; 
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nor indeed can he, as may appear from what has been 
ſaid before l. And I cannot but think the learned 
Oxford! Editor of St. Cyprian, and the worthy m Au- 
thor of the New Separation from the Church of Eng- 
land groundleſs ſince, to have given a better Account 
of St. Cyprian's Meaning, than is to be gather'd from 
theſe Words of our Author. Oblationes, as the Au- 
thor but now named n obſerves from St. Paul, ve 
properly imports Offerings towards the Maintenance of 
the Clergy and the Poor, and it being uſual to make 
ſuch Offerings in Memory of their departed Friends, 
on the Anniverſary of their Deaths, when their Names 
were recited out of the Diptychs, it will by no means 
follow that theſe Oblations were made by way of 
Impetration, and as Propitiatory for thoſe on whoſe 
account they were made. Nor can it be proved that 
the Sacrifice here ſpoken of, was not of Praiſe and 
Thankſgiving in Memory of his Death. Vet the 
contrary ought to be plainly and clearly made our, 
before our Author can infer a Neceſſity of Praying 
for the Dead from it. Well; but to deprive a Man 
of a thing, the want of which does him no harm, is an 
inſignificant and ridiculous Penalty, and very unfit to be 


” impoſed by a Bench of Biſhops. But how comes it to 


be ſo inſignificant and ridiculous a Penalty, to let a 
Mark upon an Offender, by not ſuffering his Name 
to be put in the Diptychs, and be recited thence ; 
nor any Thank-Offerings to be made in Memory of 
him, by reaſon of his Offence? This ſure might be- 
come a Bench of Biſhops to impoſe, upon ſuch as they 
concluded to have juſtly deſerved it. And this learn- 
ed Vindicator does not pretend to ſhew it did nor. 
Which is an Anſwer too to what comes after, p. 52. 
concerning Geminius Victor. | 
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the Unity of the Church, than not do it. 
ſuch Service can be done our departed Friends, and 
it does not yet appear it can, how dangerous muſt 
be a Rupture made upon ſo ſlight a ſuppoſed Ground 


[ 62 ] 


As to what follows about the Degrees of Service- 
ableneſs, he that will look back to the P Place refer- © 
red to, will find that this is only mention'd amongſt = 


ſome other Conſiderations, which he is pleaſed whol- 


ly to paſs over; and moreover that it was only de- 
ö to ſhew, that if theſe Prayers were any way 
ſerviceable to the Saints departed, which I cannot 
yet find they are like to be, it might poſſibly be in ſo 


very low a Degree, as could not be pleaded, even by 
himſelf, to make them neceſſary. However now he 
tells us, 4 Without doubt the leaſt Service to them makes 
it our Duty to perform it. 


Task to prove from hence, that it is better to break 
Bur if no 


as this is? 

He freely owns St. Cyprian to have been miſtaken 
in the * Point of Rebaptization; and he cannot well 
do otherwiſe in reſpect to the communicating of In- 
fants, ſince he has given it no place in his New Com- 


munion Office. And if this celebrated Martyr were 
in theſe two Miſtakes, it is not impoſſible that he 


might fall alſo into a third. Ar leaſt it is certain he 
was not ſecure from Error, and ſo cannot be of ſuth- 


Suppoling then this least 
Service may be done them, it will be a very hard 


cient Authority for introducing a neceſſary Duty no 


way preſcribed in Scripture z no, not even Prayers 


for the Dcad. 


For what follows about Chemnitius, Deſiderius He- 


raldus, and others, I beg the Reader only to look 


again over pag 49, Cc. of the No Sufſicient Reaſon, 


Part 2. 


—— ——ů— 


— — — 


P No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 47. 
p. 51. P. 52. 


4 Vind, Part 2. 


« 2 % h. JM mo N . 2 5 I N 2 * 2 
eee AG e eee 


[ 63 ] 
He will not allow * Dormitio in St. Cyprian to mean 


the Death of the Perſon departed, though what elſe 
he will make of it, I know not. Was the Church, 


© ſays he, glad purely becauſe the good People were gone 


from their Company, and removed into the other World? 


Did they give Thanks only for their Death, and becauſe 
tl bey were rid of. them? This he cannot with any Rea- 
= ſon ſuppoſe to be the Anſwerer's Interpretation of 


the Father, but becauſe they were advanced to a State 


of Bliſs and Happineſs by their Death. This was juſt 


Matter of Joy and Triumph to their Friends, that 
they were delivered out of the Miſeries of this ſinful 
and troubleſome Life, and tranſlated into inceſſant 
Glory and Felicity. And for this Reaſon it is well 
known, the Days of their Martyrdoms were account- 
ed as their Birth-Days, and were accordingly, and 
ſome of them are ſtill, obſerved with Gratulations 
and Exultation. Yet this will not ſatisfy this Gen- 
tleman, he muſt needs have Oblatio pro dormitione, to 
be an Oblation for their Repoſe or Sleep; and fo for 
the Benefit of the Perſon 'tis made for. Tho” what 
Benefit it would be to ſuch an one, to ſleep away his 
time betwixt his Death and the Reſurrection, deſerves 
to be well conſider'd; or what our Author can mean, 
in pleading for Prayers or Oblations to that end. 

It was argued in the * Defence, and fo it is here a- 
gain, that offeretur pro eo, could not import giving 


Thanks for Victor's good Example, becauſe bis Example 


was not good. Nor was there any Neceſſity of giving 
Thanks for him upon the account of his Example. 
Bur this hinder'd not the giving Thanks for others, 
whole Examples were better than his. And as for 
him, the Decree was made againſt giving Thanks for 
him, upon that or any other account. So that this 
is no Evidence at all againſt the ule of giving Thanks 
tor the good Examples of the Deceaſed, whoſe paſt 
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Behaviour had given occaſion for it; but it is rather 
implied in the Prohibition of paying the ſame Tri- 
bute to Victor, whole Carriage had not been ſo regu- 
lar as it ought to have been, and ſo put him under 
the Cenſure of being treated in a different manner 
from thoſe who had no ſuch Objection lying againſt 
them, as was againſt him. This Reſpect, as he pro- 
ceeds, paid to the Martyrs Memory, though mention- 
ed at the Euchariſt, is plainly diſtinct from the ſacrifi- 
cial or oblatory Repreſentation of our Saviour's Body and 
Blood. The natural Conſequence whereof is, that it 
was not a propitiatory Oblation for them, as he 
would have it. Nor does it any way appear, that 
the Sacrifices offer'd for * Laurentius and Ignatius 
were other than Offerings of Thanks and Praiſe upon 
their account. And it is the more reaſonable to con- 
clude them to have been of this Nature, becauſe the 
Father tells us, they were offer'd upon the annual Ce- 
lebration of the Paſſions and Days of the Martyrs, for 
whom it is well known St. Auguſtin would not 
allow other Sacrifices to be offered, than thoſe of 
Commemoration and Thanks. 

The learned Vindicator argues farther, * F Sr. Cy- 
prian thought Prayers for the Dead ſerviceable for Par- 
don of Frailties at the general Judgment, why might he 
not conclude them beneficial in the intermediate State ? 
Why might he not? I hope he does not take this for 
a plain Proof that the Martyr did certainly ſo con- 
clude; and much leſs that he hereby laid an Obliga- 
tion upon all others to conclude the ſame. 

Next * he wants ſome Teſtimony to be produced 
againſt the general Uſe of this Practice for the firſt 
three hundred Years. Thar is to ſay, he would have 
ſome to give in Evidence againſt it, from thoſe Parts 
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inſtance, to prove they had ever once heard of it. 
And whether this be a reaſonable Demand, I need 
not ſay. 


=y 


65 ] 


of the World, in which he has not ſo much as an 


He tells us, > Du Pin ranges Arpmobins with the Wri- 


K ters of the third Age. But then does not tell us, as 
he might, and ought to have done, that he gives a 
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particular Reaſon for his doing fo, and tells us plain- 
ly, that he lived moſt of his time in the fourth Cen- 
tury. Belides Arnobius was an African, and if he gave 
an Account of our Religion, we may be ſure he would 
give it according to the Practice of it where he li- 
ved. Not to add, that a Teſtimony for the Practice 
of any time in the fourth Century, comes very ſhort 
of Proof, of its being of Apoſtolical Original. And 
the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions are of fo uncertain an Age, 
and generally looked upon to be interpolated ſince, 


=D 


that very little can be learned from them. 


5 | He argues © from the Council of Arles and Euſe- 


bius's Lite of Conſtantine the Great, for the Ute of 


theſe Prayers in the fourth Century, which was not 
denied him. But it was denied that the Cuſtom of 
that Century was a better Rule for our Practice than 
Scripture; and this he does not diſprove. 


He treats d of the firſt Nicene Council, and reminds 


J us, that the Defender © obſerving the two firſt general 


Councils were held in this Century, ask'd this Queſtion, 
Since we receive their Creed, why ſhould we ſuiſpect them 
miſtaken in their Worſhip, eſpecially confidering a Point 


ef Belief is concerned in it? That a Point of Belief is 

concern'd in it, as he ſuppoſes, has been already diſ- 

proved. And the Church of Rome has been produ- 

ceed to prove, that thoſe who hold all the Articles of 

| Faith, may yet err in Worſhip, in much gfolicr In- 
. 


d bid. e p. 60. 4 p. 66. e Deſence, p. 8 3. 
* No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 58, 59. and p 49. of this 
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ſtances than this of praying for the Dead. This is 
Matter of Fact. But fince he excepts to this, that 
they have twelve additional Articles to their Creed, 
though not in that whereby Members are baptized 
into the Church; to avoid all needleſs Contention, it 
is but removing the Anſwer back as far as to the for- 
mer part of Pius IV.'s Popedom, when theſe new Ar- 
ticles had not yet been coined, and the Argument 
will remain firm. and unſhaken; which is enough for 9 
my Purpole. For ſo there will be the ſame Creed ass 
formerly, and yet very groſs Corruptions in Worſhip, 
though perhaps not ſo many as are now. "MN 

Both Biſhop Jewel and Archbiſhop Laud are ap- 
pealed to, s the former, as willing to land to the Teſti- 
mon) of the Fathers and Councils within the firſt ſix hun 
ared Years, for matters of Belief and Worſhip ; the o- 
ther as profe//ing a great Regard to the fourth and fifth =e 
Centuries, And yet it is certain, and he does not? 
pretend to ſhew the contrary, that neither of thei: 
thought Prayers for the Dead to be any eſſential part 
of the Chriſtian Worſhip: And conſequently nei- 7 
ther of them can do him or his Cauſe any Service. 
And ſure he does not think it impoſſible to ſew a re- 
ſpect for thoſe Times, without being an Enemy to 
the Liturgy of the Church of Exgland. _ 

It was urged in the h Reaſons, and i Defence, and 
again in the indication, that St. James Biſhop of 
NNi/ibis, in the fourth Century, prayed for the Dead.] 
Bur I hope I may be excuſed, if I cannot believe 
this to be an undeniable Proof, that Prayer for the} 
Dead was the univerſal Practice of the three former. 
And as for the Neccſſity of theſe Prayers, and even inÞ 
the ſolemn publick Worſhip, it is not pretended that 
he ſo much as once taught, or pleaded for it. Vet! 
lays our learned Vindicator, ' Ze muſt either practiſt © 


e 


— 


s Vind. Part. 2. p. 68, * 
X P. 69. | Ibid. 
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his Cuſtom before, or learn it at the Council of Nice; 
tbat is, from the Biſhops who came from all Parts of 
= Chriftendom. 
Now I will readily allow him to ſuppoſe that he 
t had practiſed it for ſome time before, and if he will, even 
from the beginning of the fourth Century, and ſee 
what he can make of it. But I can by no means al- 
low that Biſhop to have learned it from the Biſhops. 
3 who came from all parts of Chriflendom; tor this is to 
ſuppoſe it conciliarly ſettled. Which has never yet been 
ſo much as inſinuated, nor can be, it being apparent 
the Council have ſaid nothing of it. He proceeds 
p- lad the African Prelates been fingular in this Matter, 
woe have uo Reaſon to believe a Perſon ſo eminent for 
Piety aud Miracles, would have been govern'd by ſo no- 
vel and diſcountenanced a Precedent. And what Proof 
have we here? None that I can find. And if the 
Anſwerer ſhould ſay, he can fee no Reaſon ro disbe- 
lieve it, the Matter muſt ſtill remain /#5 judice : And 
ſo the Anſwerer's Reaſoning is by no means over- 
thrown by his Alternative. Beſides here our Author 
is under another Miſtake, and ſuch an one too as runs 
through his whole Book. For he all along ſuppoſes 
the Chriſtians all over the World to have had one 
and the ſame Worſhip amongſt them; in as much as 
he could not otherwiſe argue, as he docs, that be- 
cauſe the other Churches did not quarrel with the 
Africans about their praying for the Dead, therefore 
they all prayed for them. Arid he might as well 
plead that n St. Ambroſe faſted on Saturdays at Mi- 
lain, becauſe the Pope at Rome, where this was 
the conſtant Practice, did not quarrel with him for 
not complying with the Cuſtom of the Romans, and 
the reit of the Weſtern Church; or that then Auti- 
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m For ſo ſays St. Ambroſe, Cum Romam venio jejuno Sag- 


bato, cum hic ſum non jejuno. B. Auguſt. Ep. 118. Januario. 
2 Socrat. Hiſt, Eccl. J. 5. c. 22. | 
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ochians in Syria had not their Church and Altar placed 
in a contrary manner to thar of other Places, where 
they were both ſet to the Eaſt, as they were here 
toward the Weſt. As alſo o there was great Variety 
amongſt the different Churches, in their manner of 
keeping Lent, as to the Length of it, the Meats 
they abſtained from, and the Liberty ſome took above 
others herein. Of which the Hiſtorian gives this 
Reaſon, That ſince P they had no written Law 10 di- 
rect them in this Caſe, it was clear the Apoſiles bad left 
them at liberty, to aft according to their own Diſcre- 
tion. Which they did, without cenſuring and con- 
demning one another, for not coming all into the 
ſame Meaſures. He will not allow four to be à few, 
and may therefore try to make a large Number of 
them, it he can. And when he has made his At- 
tempt, he will not know how to prove from theſe 
four the Neccflity ot Prayer for the Dead, more than 
of divers other Uſages well known in thoſe Times, 
which yet are not inſiſted upon, as neceſſarily to be 
reſtored in our Days. | 
The 24 General Council at Conſtantinople he preſſes 
to the Service of his Cauſe : Tho' for no other Rea- 
ſon, than that being aſſembled about a Buſineſs of a 
very different Nature, and much greater Importance, 
the 4 Vindication of the Conſubſtantiality ot our blet- 
ſed Saviour, againſt the Arians, Eunomians, and Ma- 
'cedonians, they applied themſelves cloſely to that, and 
did not think fit to enquire into the Uſe of Prayers 
for the Dead, of which perhaps good part of them 
had never heard, and others did not judge it a proper 
Subject to be then enter'd upon: And ſo their Si- 
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lence is to be interpreted a Proof of it, and not only 
of the Uſe, but Neceſſity too: But what ſort of 
Proof he may do well to conſider. 

For Epiphanius's Cenſure of Azrius, it might ſuf- 
fice to remit the Reader to what * is already ſaid. 
But becauſe this learned Author asks, f How could the 
denying the Uſefulneſs of Prayer for the Dead be a 
Branch of Hereſy, unleſs it contradicted ſome Point of 
Belief coeval with Chriſtianity ? It may not therefore 
be amiſs ro examine the Truth of this Poſition. Now 
here I preſume, that by /me Point of Belief corval 
with Chriſtianity, this learned Gentleman muſt mean 
ſome Point that was generally believed from the ver 
Times of the Apoſtles, if not of our bleſſed Saviour 
himſelf. This I take to be truly his Senſe, and can- 
not imagine it will be at all diſputed. And if fo, 
then I ask, 

1. What does he think of the Quartodecimani, who 
kept their Eafter conſtantly on the fourtcenth Day of 
the Month, until the latter end of the ſecond Cen- 
tury and onwards, and pleaded Apoſtolical Tradition 


for it? as he himſelf *confeſſes. And yet there was 


all this while no univerſal Practice to the contrary z 


f but in Pope Victor 1.'s time a Rupture had like to 


have been made, betwixt the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Parts of the Church about it. Nor was the contra— 
ry Ulage any more coeval with Chriſtianity than this. 


In as much as if the one was from St. Peter and St. 


Paul, ſo was the other from St. Philip and St. John. 


Let are the Advocates for this Obſervation noted as 


plainly for Hereticks by Epiphanius, as the Aerians. 
2. What does he think of the Apotacticiv, who 


were very careful not to have any Poſſeſſions? He 
cannot ſay it was coeval with Chriſtianity, to diſallow 
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r No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. Gr. 62. 
ind. Part 2. p. 70. 
7 Epiphan, Har, 61, cap, 1. 
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of ſuch a Practice, When he calls to mind that in the 
Apoſties time they had one common Stock, and that 
* as many as were Poſſeſſors of Lands or Houſes ſold 
them, and brought the Price of the things that were 
fold, and laid them down at the Apoſtles feet; and Di- 
ſtribution was made unto every Man, according as he had 
need. 

3. And yet again, What does he think of the Lu- 
ciferians? Of whom J St. Auguſtin informs us, that 
they were put in a Liſt of Hereticks for teaching the 
Soul to be ex traduce, which I confeſs the Father calls 
2 @ moſs fooliſh Error, but does nor charge it as con- 
trary to any generally received Doctrine coeval with 
Chriſtianity; and it certainly was not. From thele In- 
ſtances, ro mention no more, it may fairly be con- 
cluded, that ſuch were looked upon ſometimes as 
Hereticks, who taughr and practiſed contrary to 
what was received in the Times of thoſe who wrote 
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againſt them, whether oppolite to any _ that 
was uſed from rhe Beginning, or not. And fo Epi- t 
phanius's charging Aerius with Hereſy, as upon other f. 
accounts; fo particularly becauſe of his condemning WW 4 
Prayers for the Dead is no ſufficient Evidence, that he 
was indecd a Heretick upon this account. „ 
He tells a what an Ornament St. Ambroſe, St. Chry- F & 


ſaſtom, and St. Auguſtin, were to the Age they lived 7 


in, and how greatly admired by thoſe that came after 7 
them; and then argues from the Unreaſonableneſs of 7 
imagining them to be miſtaken in this Part of their © Þ 
Worſhip. Which has bcen lo ſatisfactorily anfwer- ! 
ed b already, that I necd lay no more of it here. A 


He wants to be told, © bat Authority any particu. fo 
lar Society of Chriſtians of the ſixteenth Century had d ſo 


: — 5 
* AF.1v. 34, 35, De Harel. c. 81. = 

z Errorem Stultiſſimum. * Vind. Part 2. p. 71. © 
d No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 62, 63. and by the ingen: — 


ous and learned Author of The New Separation from the Chur 
of England groundleſs, p. 56—61, © Vind, Part 2. p. 72. A 
deſen 
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171 
deſert from the Cuſtom of the univerſal Church, from 
the early and more enlightewd Ages. And I will tell 


him in a few Words, any particular Church may uſe 


her own Diſcretion, in _— not neceſſary to Salva- 


tion, and particularly in relation to this Cuſtom of 
praying for the Dead, becauſe being not once men- 
tioned in the ſacred Writings, nor early enough, 
Tertullian being the firſt that ſpeaks of it; nor uni- 
verſal for above three hundred Years ; and ſo no Ob- 
_ lay upon thoſe of our Church to. do other- 
WIC. 

And as to his Queſtion, 4 Yhether he | the An- 
ſwerer ] would have rejected the Communion of the 
Church in the Reign of Conſtantine the Great, St. Am- 
broſe, St. Chryſoſtom, and St. Auguſtine? I need 
only obſerve, that this Queſtion aims at proving 
it better to bear with this Uſage, than break off from 
the Church we are of becauſe of it: Which at the 
beſt is nothing like a Proof of the Neceſſity, or even 
the Lawfulneſs, of forſaking the Church we are of 


for the want of it: though this be what our learned 


Author is fo carneſtly contending for. 

e St.Cyril of Jeruſalem was cited in the Reaſons, &c. 
to prove Prayer for the faithful deceaſed part of the 
Communion Service. Whereto was anſwer'd, that f in 
the Sentence immediately preceding, They fled to the 
Interceſſion of the Patriarchs, Prophets, and Martyrs, 
that God might receive their Requeſts, by virtue of the 
Prayers of theſe. To this it is replied, that here is no 
manner of Application to theſe Prophets, Martyrs, &c. 
And this, he ſays, he muſt obſerve to the Reader; tho? 
for what end he has nor yet told us. Nor 1s this any 
fort of Anſwer to the Objection; which was, that 
St. Cyril ſays as much for the Interceſſiun of the Patri= 
archs, Prophets, and Martyrs, as for Prayers tor the 
— —— | 

4 P. Jr. e Vind. Part 2. p. 73. 

No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 03. 
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Dead, that God might receive their Requeſts, by virtus 
of the Prayers of theſe. And this he does not deny. 
It's true, he tranſlates the Words in a more florid 
manner than the Anſwerer, yet not ſo near the Origi- 
nal. Bur I will not ſtand with him for this. And 
whereas it was urged, that this was ſuch an Afront 
fo our bleſſed Saviour's mediatorial Office, that it was 
not to be thought our learned Author would ever take 
upon him to plead for it; yet in Oppoſition to this, 
though he owns there is but one Mediator of Redem- 
ption, yet he proceeds, but Mediators of Interceſſion 
there may be many. And he inſtances in Job's praying 
for his Friends, St. Paul's deſiring the Epheſians to 

ray for him, and St. Cypriar's defiring this charita- 
ble Office of the Virgins after their Death. Now 
whether this laſt was as he repreſents it to be, after 
their Death, may bear a Diſpute, and he is not there- 
fore to depend upon it, that it will readily be grant- 
ed him. And as for the others, every one muſt needs 
perceive at the firſt ſight, that there is a vaſt diffe- 
rence betwixt deſiring our Friends here on Earth, to 

ray for us through the Merits and Interceſſion of our 

leſſed Saviour, and praying to God to be merciful to 
us through the Interceſſion of the Saints now in Glo- 
ry. There is no Danger that the Prayers of the for- 
mer ſhould ever entrench upon our Saviour's Media- 
tory Office, nor any Expectation that the other ſhould 
not. And it is therefore very odd arguing from the 
one to the other, and which can never be of any 
Force. 

8 He takes it for granted, that the Saints in the other 
World pray for us; and though the Scripture ſays no 
ſuch thing, I will not diſpute with him, whether they 
pray for the Church in general, becauſe I know no 
Objection againſt their doing fo. But J cannot yield, 
or even ſuppoſe, that they pray for particular Perſons, 
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till he ſhall have made it apparent, that they know 
who they are that now inhabit this World, and what 
Things they ſtand in need of, and conſequently what 
Petitions are proper to be put up for them. Doubt- 
leſs thou art our Father, ſays the Prophet 1/azah b, 
8 though Abraham be ignorant of us, and Iſrael acknow- 
edge us not. And this docs not look as if thoſe in the 


other World had ſuch an Inſight into what paſſes 


here, as that we muſt neceſſarily conclude them to 
pray for each one of us, or that we may depend upon 
it as ſo much as a rational Probability. And if ſo, I 
ſee no Reaſon for wiſhing their Prayers may be heard. 
| The molt that our Author pleads for them in this re- 
@ ſpect is, that they know bathing of what paſſes 
E here, but whether ſo much as to underſtand what to 
ask for us, this he leaves undetermined. He profeſ- 
ſes, i bat the good Diviſion of the Deceaſed know ſome- 
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Apoſtle St. John heard the Saints under the Altar cry 
with a loud Voice, How long, O Lord, do# thou not 
. judge and avenge our Blood on them that dwell on the 
Earth? Now, ſays he, that theſe Saints under the Al- 
tar were human Spirits in the other World, is evident 
for *tis /aid, they had been killed. And if they knew 
their Blood was not avenged, they muſt know ſome- 
= thing that was doug here below. Whereto it might 
© ſuffice to note, tha#ſuppoling the Saints departed to 
know ſomething in this World in relation to them- 
ſelves and their own Concerns, it will be a very for- 
ced Inference to conclude from hence, that they like- 
& wiſe know the Eſtate of this learned Gentleman, or 
me, or any other they had never any concern with, 
and what were proper for them to ask for each of us. 


9 But I choſe rather to ſet before him Dr. Hammond's 


4 


Comment upon the Words, to ſee what he can make 


bo 


of it, Upon the opening of the fifth Seal, I ſaw in the 
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b Iſai. Ixiii, 16. i Vind. Part 2. p. 99. 
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8 ing of our Condition, is plain from Scripture. The 
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lower part of the Sanctuary beneath the Altar of In- 
cenſe, the Souls of the Martyrs, {ſee Ch. vii. 9, 14.) 
that had been ſlain by the Jews, for their conſtant preach- 
ing of Chriſt, and this Blood of theirs, like that of 
Abel, called to Chriſt, as a righteous and faithful 
Judge, for Judgment upon thoſe wicked Men, who were 
guilty of all the Blood of all the Prophets (Matt. xxiii. 
35.) even as far as to Chriſt himſelf, and his Apoſtles, 
and other Chriſtians afterwards, whom they perſecuted 
alſo, and cauſed many to be put to Death, Luk. xxi. 12. 
So that according to this learned Commentator, it 
was the Blood of the Martyrs that cried for Venge- 
ance, Which can do our Author little good. And 
other Interpreters conclude this to be a Repreſenta- 
tion of what was done upon Earth, and not in Hea- 
ven. And yet ſuppoſing it were in Heaven, prophe- 
tical Viſions were never looked upon, or intended to 
be the ſtanding Meaſures of our Duty. However he if 
would gladly be informed, whether it is not lawful u 
pray to God for that which tis lawful to wiſh for. And 
it ſeems to me no hard matter to anſwer his Deſire. 
I believe he will not ſay it is a Sin for a poor Man to 
wiſh for a large Eſtate, or a Subject that he may be- 
come a Sovereign, provided he do it without Impa- i 
tience, or a Deſign of wronging any one by it, and 
with a perfect Submiſſion to the divine Will. And 
yet I much queſtion, whether he will affirm it law-· 
ful, to make this a conſtant part of his Devotion. 4 
truly penitent Sinner cannot but moſt heartily wiſh 
he had never committed any of thoſe Sins, of which 
he ſo ſorrowfully repents. And though he is moſt 
humbly to beſeech Almighty for the Forgiveneſs oi 
them, and Grace to walk more holily for the future; 
yet if he ſhould pray to God to cauſe that he had, 
not committed them, every one muſt own this to bea 
ſenſeleſs and unlawful, as well as an uſeleſs Prayer. II 
is natural for a Paſſenger, in a Storm at Sea, to be a. 
frighted, and wiſh he were ſafe at home; but it wil 
85 not 
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not follow from hence, that he can juſtify praying to 
God, miraculouſly to conveigh him back in a moment. 
And multitudes of other like Caſes there are, where 
a Man may fafely wiſh for what he cannot fafely 
make a part of his ſolemn Petitions to God. W hence 
it follows, that upon Suppoſition of the Saints pray- 
ing for us, we are no way warranted to beg of God 
that our Requeſts may be accepted by means of their 
Interpoſal for us. I did not think this Gentleman 
would have undertaken to vindicate this Practice 
but ſince he has, it is now incumbent upon him to 
vindicate his Vindication of it; or elſe to ſhew that 
St. Cyril does not as effectually teach this, as he does 
Prayers for the Dead, or that he is to be follow'd any 
more in the one than in the other. 

He tells us farther, * Ephraim Syrus, upon the 
Concluſion of the fourth Century, deſired his Friends 
jo remember him frequently in their Prayers, and parti- 
cularly at the Euchariſtic Sacrifice. But I do not ap- 
prehend what he can infer from hence, againſt any 
thing the Anſwerer has ſaid, 

What follows about St. Auguſtin needs no other 
Anſwer, than what it has had ! already. Vet this I 
would obſerve, that St. Auguſtin, though a very great 
Man, was not wholly exempt from Error, as this 
Author himſelf will not deny. Nor are we ever di- 
rected to him for the Meaſures of our Duty, as we 
are to the Holy Scriptures. And again he 1s very 
free in his References of us to the Scriptures as our 
Rule; ſome of which have been produced in the for- 
mer part of the No Sufficient Reaſon, p. 17, Cc. And 
a great Man of our own tells us, that Precept is 4 
much better Guide than m Precedent, And for the 
Truth of this Declaration he appeals to this ſame Fa- 
ther, ſaying, The Practice of holy Men is not to be 
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k Vind. Part 2. p. 75. | No Sufficient Reaſon, Patt 2. p. 64. 
3 m Mr. Collier's Eſſays, Vol. 4. p. 144. | 
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n 
tranſcribed into Life without Diſtinction. Non omnia 
quæ in ſanctis viris legimus facta transferre debemus 
in mores. Contra Mendac. cap. 9. i 

n St. Jerome was appcalcd to before, and now again for 
by this o Author; but to as little purpoſe as can be, | 
for ſetting Tradition upon an equal Foot with Scri- 
pture. And he had bcen told, ? that St. Jerom## ſaid 
this only in the Perſon of a Luciferian; and that zhis 
ſame Ft. Jerome teaches, that we are to adhere to Scrip- 
ture, and reject what is not to be found there; as has 
been already noted, No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 1. p. 8. 
and 16,17. Of the latter part of which Anſwer he 
wiſely takes no notice: But to the former he replies, 
*Tis true, a Luciferian ſpeaks the Words, but then the 
Orthodox Perſon in the Dialogue makes no Exception to 
the Argument. As much as to ſay, he in his own Per- 
ſon confirms this Doctrine; and it was in the ſame 
manner that the Apoſtles and their Contempora- 
ries did praying for the Dead, by ſaying nothing at all 
of it. And this here muſt be very convincing. But 
he ſays Orthodoxus allowed this Saying, by the Inſtance 
of the Biſhop's Impoſition of Hands in Confirmation. 
W hereupon I would ask, Does he then really think 
that this Uſage ariſes only from Tradition, and that 
there is no Precedent for it in Acts viii. 14, 15. nor 
any regard had to it, Heb. vi. 2. or any other part of zh 
Scripture. I cannot imagine he will ſay this; and 
yet without it, it is as little to be imagined, how this 
Impoſition of Hands ſhould warrant the Objection of o 
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the Luciferian. He tells us farther, the traditionary ſe 
Cuſtoms of Trine Immerſion, Milk and Honey, given | 
the Baptized, &c. were before Luciferianiſm. And I t! 
if Tradition has ſufficiently warranted theſe Uſages, 1 7 
as well as Prayer for the Dead, I am at a loſs to know ÞW - 
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n Defence, p. 86. So alſo it was by the Author of the Appen- 
dix, p. 185. o Vind. Part 2. p. 76. 
P No Suſficieut Reaſon, Part 2. p. 65. 
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how we meet with nothing of them in our Author's 
new Office. I am afraid he muſt make an Enlarge- 
ment of it to bring them in; as has been noted 4 be- 
fore. 

But to this he pleads, No. * The/e Cuſtoms were 
Matters of Ceremony, of Diſcipline, and eaſily diſpenſa- 
ble. There is no Article of Faith, no Inflance of Com- 
munion with the whole Church, no Duty of Charity con- 
cerned in them. I hope the Reader will find it fully 
proved, that the Caſe is the ſame in relation to Prayer 
for the Dead. 

The Anſwerers Citation from St. Jerome againf# 
Helvidius, As we do not deny the things which are writ= 
ten, ſo we reject thoſe that are not written; this Cita- 
tion the learned Vindicator affirms ſ to have been pro- 
ved unſerviceable, and turned upon him. And how ef- 
tectually this is done, any one may ſee, that will but 
be at the pains of conſulting the No Sufficient Rea- 

ſon, Part 2. p. Cy. and the No Ju Grounds, p. 18, 19. 
Out of ſeveral other Paſſages, formerly * cited 
from St. Jerome, he ſingles two or three, in hopes 
of being able to deal with theſe better than the reſt. 
But to what Advantage he has done it, I leave to the 
Reader to judge. His Teflimony, ſays he, from St. 
© Jerome's Commentary upon Haggai, anſwers itſelf. For 
8 the Perſons cenſured, are ſuppoſed to forge Apoſtolical 
Traditions. | 
Nov the Father's Words are theſe, and I beſeech 
our learned Author ſeriouſly and impartially to ob- 
ſerve, whether himſelf and his Followers are not 
ſomewhat concerned in them: Thoſe things which 
» they readily find, and fancy, without any Authority or 
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, Apoſtolical Tradition, quaſi Traditione Apoſtolica, theſe 
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the Sword of God ſmites. I do not ſee a neceſſity of 
ſuppoſing the Perſons here ſpoken of to have ſet 
themſelves to forge Apoſtolical Traditions, but only 
to have been fond of ſome Doctrines or Practices, 
that they took to have deſcended to them by Apoſto- 
lical Tradition, but which they knew had no Foun- 
dation in Scripture. And if this Aſſertion anſwers it» 
ſelf, or our learned Vindicator can well clear himſelf 
from the Charge implied in it, I have loſt my Aim. 
He adds, This Forgery implies there were ſuch things as 
Apoſtolical Traditions in the Church, (which no bo- 
dy denies that I know of;) And that St. Jerome be- 
lieved Apoſtolical Tradition. Which comes not at all 
to our Point; ſince he does not ſay St. Jerome belie- 
ved Prayer for the Dead an Apoſtolical Tradition; or 
that Tradition leſs than Apoſtolical, can eſtabliſh the 
Uſe of it. | 

Next he affirms, and argues in Proof of his Affir- 
mation, * that notwithſlanding Prayers for each other 
come too late at the Judgment Day, it does not follow, 
that they are inſignificant in the mean time. Whereto 
I anſwer in four Particulars, 1. This Conceſſion that 
Prayers for each other come too late at the Judgment 
Day, does not conſiſt well with his own Doctrine. 
In this very ſame Vindication now under Conſidera- 
tion, p. 7. ſpeaking of Prayers for the Dead, both at 
the Day of Judgment and before, he teaches, If the) 
can be aſſiſted both ways, as the ancient Church believed, 
ſo much the better. Where he both declares it his own 
Opinion, that Prayers for the Dead againſt the Day 
of Judgment are not ſo uſeleſs, as he would now have 
them thought, for otherwiſe he could not ſay it was 
beſt to be aſſiſted in both; and moreover poſitively 
affirms it to have been the Perſuaſion of the ancient 
Church, howſoever he has now forgotten himſelf, and 
argues againſt it. 2. He does not, and he cannot 
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deny the Citation from St. Jerome to be juſt and fair; 
and ſo in diſallowing the Doctrine contained in it, he 
does not ſo much diſſent from the Anſwerer, as from 
the Father whoſe Doctrine it moſt certainly is. And 
not only ſo, but farther, 3. He oppoſes the ancient 
Church in general, whom he before taught to believe 
contrary to what he here argues for. 4. And laſtly, 
he returns no Anſwer to the Objection brought againſt 
him by the Anſwerer, and fo leaves it in full Force. 
x* If all Prayers for others are uſeleſs, then, at the only 
time in which our Author can ſo much as fancy any one 
of the Dead to be prayed for in Scripture, be would do 
well to give ſome Reaſon, why Prayers for them in the 
mean time ſhould be more prevalent and efficacious , 
when he can pretend no ſuch Precedent for them. 


Farther he ſays, J The World went on two thouſand + 


Years without written Inſtruction. And will our Au- 
thor ſay, God had no Regard for the Happineſs of Man- 
kind all that Period? No, he will not ſay it; but J 
will tell you, Sir, what he will ſay. He will ſay, 
the Lives of Men for molt of that time were ſo very 
long, as to enable them much better to preſerve a 
Tradition, than can now be expected. Again he will 
ſay, Tradition did not then ſo effectually preſerve the 
Knowledge of God's Will, but that he was provo- 
ked to ſend a Flood upon that ungodly World, to 
waſh them all away. And once more he will ſay, 
that our bleſſed Saviour's cauſing his Goſpel to be 
committed to writing, is a plain Indication, that he 
looked upon this as a ſafer and much better and ſurer 
Method, for the Preſervation of his Doctrines, than 
Oral Tradition; not withſtanding that, our Author's 
way of arguing makes this a ſuperfluous Work. And 
in the laſt place he will beg to be informed, whether 
this learned Gentleman thinks thoſe Ages in a happier 
State by being left ro Tradition, than if they had 
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[ 8 ] 
had a written Code of divine Laws left with them ? 
He tells us : St. Auguſtine in the fifth Century, teſti- 
fied that recommending the Dead made every where part 
of the Prieſt's Devotion at the holy Altar. And hence 
he infers, * that either theſe Prayers were unſerviceable 
or not. And if they were unſerviceable, who can 
help it? I had much rather paſs them over in ſilence, 
than accuſe the univerſal Church, as he does upon this 
Suppoſition, with a ſcandalous Impertinence, or worſe. 
And a little after he proceeds ſo far, as to make the 
queſtioning whether theſe Prayers were well ground- 
ed, to be no leſs than charging the whole Church as 
void of common Diſcretion, or common Honeſty. How 
juſtly I need not ſay. And yet after all, our Cauſe 
does not require to condemn theſe Prayers, or the 
Church for the uſe of them, it being enough for our 
preſent purpoſe if they but appear, as they moſt cer- 
tainly do, not to be any eſſential part of our Chriſti- 
anity, nor of neceſſity in order to Salvation. 
The Anſwerer had replied to the Caſe of the Jews, 
mention'd in the Hiſtory of the Maccabees b, who 
rayed for thoſe that were ſlain; and having noted 
that © this ſeems rather a powerful Argument again# 
ſuch Prayers, than a Plea for them; and given his 
Reaſons for this Aſſertion, ſuch as our Author had 
nothing to reply to it, he therefore is pleaſed to take 
no notice of them, and chuſes rather to carp at an 
Expreſſion he thought he could take ſome hold of. 
Which is, that /e Jews were not now in their beſt 
Times, but towards the Declenſion of their Polity. Here- 
upon, ſays he, the Jews in the time of the Maccabecs 


were firm to their Law, and loſt their Lives rather than 


break it. Yet this will by no means imply, that they 
were govern'd and taught their Duty then, better 
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than when they had Kings of their own Nation, and 
their regular and proper Prieſts, and had their Pro- 
phers ſent them from time to time, to remind them 
of their Obligations, and declare the Will of God to 
them. What they were moſt remarkable for after 
their Return from the Captivity, was their not run- 
ning into Idolatry, as in former Times. And yer e- 
ven the Soldiers who were ſlain by Corgias's Men, 
the ſame that are ſaid to have been prayed for, were 
a remarkable Inſtance to the contrary, For 4 under 
© the Coats of every one that was ſlain, they found things 
E conſecrated to the Idols of the Jamnites, which was for- 
8 bidden the Jews by the Law. And yet had our Author 
been right in this, it would never have follow'd from 
hence, that they had any juſt Foundation for theſe 
Prayers, of which neither Moſes nor the Prophets 
| ſpeak one Word, nor any one elſe in the former 
Times of that Oeconomy. Beſides, that if this In- 
ſtance teaches at all to pray for the Dead, it is for ſuch 
as dye in Sin, and ſo are to be prayed for out of Hell. 
s is argued more at large in the? No Sufficient Rea- 
n. So that no Advantage to theſe Prayers can poſ- 
ſibly be hoped for from this Example. 

; © Next comes fa very rhetorical Flouriſh in behalf 
l 
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of thoſe who lived in the fifth Century; but which 


falls very ſhort of proving that we are to learn our 


"5 
Duty from their Example, rather than from the Do- f 4 
- | ctrines and Practices of our Saviour and his Apoſtles. 8 
And if he would pleaſe to apply the lame Rhetorick ! 
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do the communicating of Intants, for which St. Au- 
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s [zine upon many Occaſions pleads 5 more ſtrenuouſ- j ; 
2 h than for Prayers in Behalt of the Dead, he would 1 i 
y find the Argument every whit as ſtrong there; tho 1 id 
r there is no Eſſentiality inſiſted upon in this Cale. 1.11 
_ Whereto I add farther, that his arguing here | 1 
| 11 —_— —— wy 
a2 Mace. xii. 40. © P. 67, 68. f Vind. Part 2. p. 81, 82. WI! 
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( 82 ] 
in behalf of Prayers rox the Dead, is exactly of the 
ſame Strain with that of h the Vindicator of the Bi- 
ſhop of Meaux, in behalf of Prayers ro them. 

As to what follows, iI need only refer the Reader ® 
to what has been * already offer'd. 1 

The Reaſoner and Deſender affirmed it probable, that tl 
the Ancients believed, that when a Man was regular aud 
pious in the main, ſome Faults might be paſſed over by 
the Interceſſion of the Church, and ſome leſſer Failings 
not accounted for upon this Score! : And the Apoſtolical 


r 


Conttitutions and St. Auguſtine agreed with him here- : 
in. Whercupon he had been told, ® that here he | 
proceeds at molt but upon Probability, which will N 
not anſwer his End. And now I add in relation to — 
the Conſtitutions and St. Auguſtine, that our Saviour 4 
and his Apoſtles having intimated no ſuch thing, is a 
very good Reaſon for believing they thought other- 7 
wiie: As was obſerved in the No Reaſon, p. 69. And by 
the Defender had nothing to except to what was of- 4 
fered, n but that nothing was ſaid as to St. Auguſtine's * 
Opinion. But now I hope enough is ſaid to it. N 
For if our Saviour and his Apoſtles were of a diffe- * 


rent Opinion from this Father, I dare undertake for 
this Gentleman he will not ſay, they were in the ſh © 


wrong. ; * 

He argues, that he Words MILITANT HERE ON c 
EARTH in the Communion- Service, ſeem defigned on pur- Pr 
Poſe to exclude the Dead. And therefore upon Suppoſition 4 


that the Litany and Burial- Office comprehended the Decea - ſe 
ſed, there is a plain Inconſiſtency in the Common-Prayer- ) 
Book. As if the excluding from one Collect, would 10 
make it impoſſible to inſert them into another, which 9 
every one ſees has no Conſequence in it. But if i 
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h Reply to the Defence of the Expoſition of the Doctrine of thi * 
Church of England, Art. 3. 5. 14. „ | ſe 
E No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2. p. 68, 69, 70. hi 
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were ſo, it were much properer to conclude that our 
Church did not defign to pray for the Deceaſed in the 
other Places, than that there were an Inconſiſtency 
in her Worthip. And ſuppoſe ſhe does not pray for 
them, it will be very hard to tell what Command of 
our Saviour, or any of his Diſciples ſhe breaks, or 
what one Direction of the Golpel ſhe tranſgreſſes 
in it. 
Several of the following Pages relate only to the 
Application of Sr. Paul's Rule, Rom. xiv. and the 
Propoſals made on the fide of the Eſſentialiſts. As 
to the latter of which he had been told, ® that what 
was demanded of us was nothing leſs, than that we 
ſhould forſake our own Communion, and diſobey the Or- 
ders of the Church we belong to, and ſcandalixe its tru- 
eſt and faithfulleſt Members, out of an undue Compliance 
with thoſe few of our Brethren that have departed 
from us, and when we muſt aft againſt our own Judg- 
ments in it. And he cannot ſay to do this, is to act 
according to St. Paul's Rule. Yer he pleads that, as 
Nonjurors, we may throw off all regard to the ſecu- 
lar Power, rather than diſagree with himſelf and his 
tew Friends. Which is carrying the Independency 
of the Church to a greater Height than was to have 
been expected, or can reaſonably be aſſented to. He 
profeſſes, as it follows in the next Paragraph, that it 
is left to our Choice to declare theſe things indifferent. 
And I muſt beſeech him to thew any one befor: him- 
ſelf, that ever taught it neceſſary, or cvcn lav ul, to 
break off from the State, as he would have us do, 
for the ſake of things indifferent. But when Gen- 
tlemen of Wit and Fancy ſet up to advance Paradoxes, 
teaching what they would have to be true, inſtead of 
what really is ſo, no wonder if they involve them- 
{elves in inextricable Inconveniencies. Beſides, that 
his Argument for perſuading to it is neither more, 
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( 34 ] 
nor leſs, than what has been often urged by the Dif. 
ſenters from the Church of England, and as often juſt- 
ly retuled. You, ſay they, own your Ceremonies are 
nor neceſſary, we ſay they are unlawful z therefore 
you ought to lay them all aſide, to heal the Breach 
that is between us. And if this Argument ſounds ill 
from the Mouth of a Diſſenter, I am very much a- 
fraid it does not come with a greater Grace, or any 
more Strength of Reaſon, from this learned Vindica- 
tor. Nor can any Conſtitution be at all laſting, if 
thoſe who ought to ſubmit to it, may however run 
away from it, upon every Diſtaſte at the Managers of 
it, or every new Notion they take up, and then re- 
quire their Brethren, how well ſoever pleaſed with 
their Station, nevertheleſs to forſake it, and run after 
them. | 
It follows, ? Here I am to remind him | the Anſwer- 
er] that in regard theſe Articles propoſed, were left to 
the Choice of our old Friends, to declare them indiffe- 
rent, if they thought fit, his frequent Objedction againſt 
the Eſſentiality is out of Doors, becauſe they were not 
requeſted to receive them as ſuch. But this is what 1 
cannot comprehend. Being allowed to own them in- 
different, is an unanſwerable Argument againſt break- 


ing with the State for them, as is juſt now faid, but 


is far enough from anſwering the Objection againſt the 
Eſſentiality of them. For tho” they admit us to de- 
clare them not eſſential, they {till loudly proclaim them 
to be ſo, and make this the only Foundation of their 
Demand, for our Entertainment of them. And ſo a 
little after 4 he declares, This Latitude for Opinion does 
not diſpenſe with the Neceſſity of the Practice. Which 
therefore obliges us, in anſwer to ſuch their Demand, 
to inſiſt upon it that they are not eſſential; and till 
they can prove them to be ſo, inſtead of ſoliciting 
us, their proper Buſineſs is ro enquire farther and more 
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impartially into their own Principles, and their dan- 
| gerous as well as unwarrantable Practice conſequent 
upon them, and to return to the Communion of that 
Church from which they have ſo groundleſlly revolt- 
ed, and againſt which they have been ſo forward to 
raiſe their Batteries. As to us, they do not indeed 
require us to profeſs their Uſages eſſential to Chriſtia- 
nity, yet nevertheleſs they urge us to behave our ſelves 
as if they were ſo. And there is no reaſon why we 
ſhould not be as ſolicitous about the Rule of our Pra- 
ctice, as the Rule of our Faith. The Conſequence 
whereof is, that the frequent Objection againſt the Eſ- 
ſentiality of them, is ſtill in Force as much as ever. 

Our learned Author will not allow * prai/ing God 
for the holy Example of the Deceaſed, to be an Act of 
Communion with them. And for this mighty Rea- 
ſon, becauſe he may thank God for Socrates's Reſolu- 
tion and Contempt of Death, without Suppoſition of any 
\ Communion with him. But whoever taught to thank 
God for Socrates's Virtues in the publick Liturgy of 

the Church, and even ar the holy Altar? If this be 
no Act of Communion, I am ſure it ought not to 
come there. And if he or any of his Friends will brin 
it thither, to be uſed at the holy Euchariſt, he will 
be very hard put to it, to diſtinguiſh it from an Act 
of Communion. As to what follows about the In- j 
- FF tention of what is done, I refer the Reader to the 1 
n No Sufficient Reaſon, Part 2: p. 77. Where he will 1 
ir T fee how far what is offer'd there, is from being an- . 

ſwer'd in what is ſaid here. | \ 
Another Inſtance of our Communion with the De- 0 
parted, was ſaid to be, A longing Deſire to partake 1 
with them in thoſe glorious Manſions, whither they are (i 4 
gone before us. But this will be no more allow'd of i 1! 
than the other. For this, ſays he, carries no farther =_ 
than a good Wiſh for our ſelves. I grant it is a good 1 
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Wiſh for our ſelves; but it is beſides, a Teſtimony 
of our Regard for them, and ſo an Act of Communi- 
on with them. If I had a dear Friend in a flouriſh- 


ing Eſtate in China, and I earneſtly longed to be there 


with him, not only in hope of raiſing my Fortune, 
as he had raiſed his, but that I might live with him, 
and enjoy his Society there, it cannot be denied that 
this were an Act of Friendſhip and ſocial Communion. 
And by conſequence a like Carriage towards thoſe 
tranſlated into the other World, muſt be a religious 
Communion with them, tho” it be not now in our 
Power to promote their Happineſs by this, or any o- 
ther Service we can do for them. 
Again, A Return of Thanks for their Deliverance 
from under the Bondage of the Fleſh, and out of all the 
Miſeries of this troubleſome and ſinful World; retaining 
an honourable Remembrance of them, and endeavouring 
that others alſo may do the ſame; and conſidering them 
as Fellow- Members of that one Body whereof Chriſt is 
the Head, ibo now in a far happier Eſtate, than thoſe 
they have left behind them. Theſe were mention'd as 
three other Acts of Communion with them. And 
the ſecond of them f is fo apparently fo, that having 
nothing to except to it, he has been pleaſed, accord- 
iug to Cuſtom, to drop it, as if not a Word had ever 
been ſaid of it. The other two he terms As of un- 
relating, and if he may ſo ſay, unſociable Benevolence; 
and fo diſcards them as inſuſſicient, and not coming home 
zo the Party. And for Proof of this he quotes a Pat- 
ſage of the Anſwerer's, If they come as near, meaning 
as near what the Defender would have, as the Caſe 
will bear, more cannot be expected. And if they do lo, 
it is ro be hoped he will not require Impoſſibilities, 
and that they ſhould come nearer than the Caſe will 
bear. So that I may very well conclude this Head, 
as the Anſwerer * did one of his, tho” the learned De- 
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fender was pleaſed to take no notice of it. What 
tc they may poſſibly do for us in Heaven, or what we 
c might farther do for them on Earth, as the learned 
6« Biſhop Pearſon ſpeaks, is not revealed unto us in the 
« Scriptures, nor can be concluded by neceſſary Deduttion 
« from any Principles of Chriſttanity. 

Next he v argues from civil Society here, to prove 
the Neceſſity of an Intercourſe and Exchange of Offices. 
And in ſhort nothing will ſerve his turn, or paſs with 
him as an Act of Communion with the Dead, but 
Prayer to God for them. But having already ſhewn 
that Communion does no way neceſſarily imply this 
ſince Communion may be had with the ever bleſſed 
Trinity, and with the holy Angels without it, I need 
ſay no more about ir here. 

He infers alſo w from the Conſtruction of the Word 
xowwvic in the New Teſtament, as implying Advantage 
and Aſſiſtance to thoſe with whom ſuch Correſpondence is 
held. Bur till he ſhall acquaint us, what Aſſiſtance 


God and the holy Angels are to have from our Com- 


munion with them, this Interpretation will ſtand him 
in little ſtead. 

He ſays, * The Living know, the Deceaſed are not 
completely happy till the Reſurrection. But this figni- 
fies nothing, unleſs he could ſay alſo and make good 
his Aſſertion, that they know and are well aſſured the 
Condition of the Deceaſed is ſuch, as that they are 
benefited by the Prayers of the Living. Which as it 


is no where taught in Scripture, ſo have we no other 
Proof of it. 


What he teaches ) from Rev. vi. 10, 1 1. is ſo foreign 


from the Buſineſs, if rightly underſtood, and has al- 
ready been ſo plainly ſhewn to be fo, that I have no- 
thing to ſay to it here. The fame I ſay likewiſe con- 
cerning * what is urged from the Caſe of Oneſiphorus, 
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and St. Paul's Command to make Supplications for all 
Saints. | 22 

Soon after * he takes the Lawfulneſs of theſe Prayers 
for granted. But ſince he affirms the Words Militant 
here on Earth to exclude them, and conſequently that 
our Church diſallows of them, it would have been 
more to his Purpoſe, to have tried how he could 
prove the Lawfulneſs of bringing them into the Li- 
turgy, in Defiance to the Church's Order herein, 
For this ought to be done, before he takes the Law- 
fulneſs of them for granted in our Church, which, ac- 
cording to his own Doctrine, has ſo plainly excluded 
them. 

Next b comes a florid Paragraph in relation to the 
ancient Church, which ſerving to all Intents and Pur- 

oſes, as well for communicating of Infants, as for 
Pra ers for the Dead, muſt therefore prove the Ne- 
ceſſity, either of both, or neither. ; 

He tells us, Our Author is amazed, it ſeems, to 
hear the Defender aſſirm ſo plainly from Tertullian, 
that Prayer for the Dead was the Practice of the Church 
in the Apoſiolical Age. And well he might be ſo, it 
being apparent, that no ſuch Teſtimony is to be found 
in all his Works. Nevertheleſs he aſſures us, the De- 
fender ſays ſo ſtill. But he would have done well to 
have conſidered Tertullian a little better, before he 
had repeated ſo perfectly groundleſs an Aſſertion; as 
likewile to have anſwered © what was ſaid againſt it. 
Well! but if he does not ſay it in Words, as moſt 
certainly he does not, yet perhaps he may do -it by 
Implication, as St. Auguſtine is ſaid a little after, to 
have ſaid by Implication, what was not really to be 
found in him. Let us attend therefore to what fol- 
lows. 


4 Blonde] confeſſes, and the Anſwerer too, that this 
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Uſage began in the Year 1638. And it is true that 
Blondel ſuppoſed it to begin then. But whether the 
Anſwerer confeſſed it too, needs no more to decide 
the matter, than to repeat his own Words. © Blon- 
del brings it down from the Year 138, and ſo makes 
it of about ſixty Tears ſtanding, when Tertullian wrote 
bis Book De Corona. And I am fully perſuaded, it 
can never be ſhewn to have been much older, if any 
thing at all, or if indeed ſo old. Here is a plain De- 
murrer to the Charge; and unleſs demurring and 
confeſſing be all one, this learned Gentleman might 
as well have forborn his hard * Word; hard not only 
to be underſtood by many of his Readers, but more 
ſo upon account of the ſevere inditement contained 
in it againſt his Opponent. Now Blondes Compu- 
tation is ſo far from being ſerviceable to the Vindica- 
tor, ſuppoſing it to be true, that it is directly againſt 
him, and has been undeniably ſhewn to be to, how- 
ſoever he is pleaſed to inſinuate the contrary. For 
thus it is argued, 8 Suppoſing the Anſwerer, as well 
as Blondel, had confeſſed this, I am ſirangely miſta- 
ken, if its beginning above thirty Tears after the 
Death of the laſt Apoſile, and who died not till the 
Beginning of tbe ſecond Century, will ever prove that 
to have been the Practice of the Apoſtolical Age, 
which it ſuppoſes not to have begun till almoſt jorty 
Years after that Age was ended. It proves it indeed 
not to have begun in that Age, and that it was i= 


[ 


| Poſſible it ſhould, unleſs A. D. 138, were part of that 


Age; which is as impoſſible. If this be our A s 
full Evidence, I hall never envy him the Glory of 
it. And now I leave it to every one to judge, 
whether the learned Vindicator is in the right, in 
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concluding, and in very confiding Language too, that 
ihe Defender's Evidence has not failed in any In- 
fances. | 

We are told again, © © St. Auguſtine lays it down 
« for a Rule, that whatſoever is held by the univer- 
« [a] Church, and always obſerved without being ſet- 
cc ed by any conciliary Decree, is rightly believed an 
c Apoſtolical Tradition.” Now this at beſt is but the 
Saying of a ſingle Father, who was not infallible, 
but has ſometimes erred, as appears from his own 
Retractations. And again, the univerſal Church here 
muſt mean the Church univerſal, as to Extent of 
Time as well as Place, or of Place only. If the 
former, this Saying is not applicable to the Prayers 
contended for, becauſe not uſed from the Beginning; 
if only as to Place, it would bring in ſeveral other 
Uſages, ſuch as this Gentleman would not care for 
having reſtored. Beſides, I would beg leave to ask 
this learned Gentleman, whether he gives the ſame 
Aſſent to every thing Sr. Auguſtine ſays, that he re- 
quires us to give to this. 1f he does, he may pleaſe 
to tell us fo, before he expects a farther Anſwer. If 
he does not, it is urreaſonable to demand that of us, 
which he is not willing to do himſelf. | 

He adds a little after, i The Defenders Queſtion to 
the Anſwerer mu# not be forgotten. *Tis this; Can it 
be ſuppoſed all Chriſtendom of that Age, (that is St. Au— 
gultine's} would join in a Practice they thought ill or 
inſigniſicant? The Anſwerer ſays, our Author never 
fays this. But if the Anſwerer has not, this Gentle« 
man has now ventured to ſay it for him. Here the 
Vindicator is very poſitive. But what will he ſay 
for himſelf, if he thould be proved to be in a manifeſt 
Miſtake, and this Gentleman has not ſaid what he 
fixes upon him? Such Miſreport will be a Reflection 
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upon an Author, do what he can. His Bufineſs was 
to prove the Author of the No Sufficient Reaſon to 
have ſaid, that all Chriſtendom in St. Auguſtine's Age, 
joined in a Practice they thought ill or inſignificant. 
And now ſee how admirably he does it. In taking 


| leave, ſays he, of this Article, he tells us plainly, that 


no one has Reaſon to promiſe himſelf any good Ef- 
fect from theſe Prayers; nor can any one ſhew of 


what real Ule they can be. And is not this tantamount 
to declaring them inſignificant? And if inſigniſicant, 


they mu be ill, as has been already proved. How ill 


all inſignificant Prayers are, or what he profeſſes to 


have proved to this purpoſe, it is not my Province at 
preſent to enquire. But I beg of himſelf to declare, 
whether in all he has here ſaid, there be ſo much as 
one dy llable, concerning the Belief of the Chriſtians 
of that Time, or any Aſſertion that they eſteemed 
theſe Prayers to be ill or inſignificant, or that the An- 
ſwerer declared them to have had this Opinion of 
them. Which was what he undertook to prove; 
but has by no means done it. 
To the Queſtion put, 4 Does St. Auguſtine ſay, 
Prayer for the Dead was always practiſed? The Vin- 
dicator anſwers, By Implication, I anſwer, he does 
ſay it. A plain Acknowledgment that he has no 
where poſitively affirmed jt! But now let us ſearch 
a little into this Implication, and ſee what can be 
made of it. Je affirms Prayer for the Dead a ſervice» 
able Office. And is this teaching it was always pra- 
Etiſed? An Author of leſs Ingenuity than this Gen- 
tleman, could never have found it out. Communi—- 
cating of Infants was thought at leaſt as ſerviceable 
by ® St. Auguſtine; and yet 1 much queſtion whether 
this Gentleman will allow this to be a full Proof, that 
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( 92 ] 
it was always practiſed. On the contrary, he plain- 
ly argues againſt it, in his Defence, p. 26. Where 
he pleads, That the Cuſtom of communicating Infants 
falls ſhort of the Authority for the Mixture, in ſeveral 
Reſpefts. And the firſt of them is, That we find no 
Mention made of it before St. Cyprian. Which were 
a very wrong way of arguing, if St. Auguſtine's Be- 
lief of the Serviceableneſs of ſuch Communion, were 
a ſufficient Proof of its having been always practiſed, 
He adds, hich could not be, as bas been already ob- 
ſerved, unleſs *twas from the Beginning, and duly au- 
thorized. A plain Conceſſion, that if Prayers for the 
Dead were not from the Beginning, [as they no way 
appear to have been,] nor duly authorized, [and in 
truth they are no way authorized, either by our Lord 
or any of his Apoſtles, no one of theſe having ſaid a 
Word about them, ] then can they not be a ſervice- 
able Office, notwithſtanding all the Rhetorick we 
have had, ® about their refreſhing the Belief of the 
Soul's Immortality, drawing back the Curtain of the 
Grave, and opening a Communication between this World 
and the other, and eſpecially about their Uſefulneſs 
for either preventing or curing Scepticiſm and Infide- 
lity among# us, two particular Advantages that I dare 

{ay were never expected from them before. | 
Preſently after he muſters up two other Paſſages of 
St. Auguſiine, and argues from them in this Form, 
. That which-is held by the univerſal Church is rightly 
believed an Apoſtolical Tradition; Prayer for the Dead 
was held, by the univerſal Church, in St. Auguſtine's 
Time, therefore by his Doctrine Prayer for the Dead is 
rightly believed an Apoſtolical Tradition. W hereto I 
reply in two parallel Syllogiſms, and he may make 
what he can of them: That which after St. Augu- 
ſtine's Days was held by the univerſal Church, is 
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* 


rightly believed an Apoſtolical Tradition; Prayer to 


the Saints was then held by the univerſal Church; 
therefore Prayer to the Saints 1s rightly believed an 
Apoſtolical Tradition. Or to recur to St. Auguſtine's 
own Time, that which is held by the univerſal 
Church, is rightly believed an Apoſtolical Tradition; 


communicating of Infants was held by the univerſal. 


Church in St. Auguſtine's Time; therefore commu- 
nicating of Infants is rightly believed an Apoſtolical 
Tradition. Here is his own Argument, pur in the 
fame Form, only with a Change of the Subject; and 
if he will ſtick to it as propounded by himſelf, he 
muſt own it to hold in theſe two other Inſtances, e- 
ſpecially the latter of them. If on the other hand he 
will not ſtick ro it here, that is a ſufficient Condem- 
nation of it with relation to Prayer for the Dead. 

Me are now come to the Concluſion of the Vin- 
dicator's long Argument, in behalf of Prayer for the 
Faithful departed. Which having no Foundation in 
the Laws of the Goſpel, not the leaſt Mention of it 
in the Holy Scripture, either of the Old or New Te- 


ſtament; neither Mo/es nor the Prophets amongſt the. 


Jeus, nor our Saviour and his Apoſtles ſince havi 
faid a Word of it, which yet we may well believe 
they would not have failed to do, had it been deſign- 
ed for a neceſſary part of our Devotion; being un- 
known in the firſt Age of the Church, and not ap- 
pearing to be known any where out of Africt, for at 
leaſt two Ages more; being teſtified by Tertullian, 
who firſt ſpake of it, to be perfectly unſcriprural, 
and put in a Liſt rogether with divers other unneceſſa- 
ry Ulages; being no neceſſary Branch of Commu- 
nion, nor ſerviceable to thoſe for whole Benefit it is 
deſigned, their Circumſtances being as carefully con- 
cealed from us, as if it were done on purpole to pre- 
vent our praying for them; being excluded from 
pur Church's Liturgy, if this Gentleman argues right, 
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to be reſtored without breaking off from the Church 
whereof we profeſs our ſelves Members, ſcandalizing 


a Foundation for Diviſions and other Miſchiefs, no 
one knows for how many Generations: This, ſay, 
being the Caſe of Prayer for the Dead, as it ſtands 
now amonglt us, can it poſſibly be expected, that 
we ſhould reſolve to break through all theſe Impedi- 
ments, together with ſeveral very weighty prudential 
Conſiderations, to ſet it up again? 
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